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CURRENT TOPICS. 

Mr. Justice WRIGHT was to sit on Friday (yesterday), 
and, if necessary, on Saturday and next Monday, to hear 
bankruptcy motions which had previously been left over until 
further notice. 





In THE Court of Appeal, on the 8th inst., the matter of the 
supply of copies of documents for the use of the court, which 
has been several times referred to by the learned judges of that 
court, was again mentioned; and A. L. Sura, L.J., said that in 
future if three copies of the necessary documents were not 
supplied for the use of the court he would have to consider 
whether he would not adjourn the case for the copies to be 
made, and make the solicitor in default pay the costs caused by 
the adjournment. This course was taken in a case on Thursday. 





In THE caAsE of Re Thomas (reported elsewhere) Mr. Justice 
Srrriine has decided a point on the Remuneration Order upon 
which at first sight the rules are by no means clear. Under rule 
1 of the rules to Schedule I., Part I., the scale fee for deduciag 
title and perusing and completing conveyance on a sale by 
auction is chargeable on each lot of property, t in the case 
where the same purchaser buys several lots held under the same 
title, when the scale fee is chargeable on the te price of 
the lots. There is thus an express statement that, subject to 
the exception named, the vendor’s solicitor is entitled to 
@ separate commission on each lot which is sold. Then rule 8 
enacts as follows: ‘“ Where the prescribed remuneration wo 
but for this provision, amount to less than £5, the prescri 
remuneration shall be £5, except on transactions under £100, in 
which case the remuneration of the rage for . Pr: 
urchaser, mortgagor, or mortgagee is to £3. n the case 
at a sale of a single piece of land the operation of this rule is 
obvious ; but how is it to be applied to the vendor’s solicitor’s 
charges when, upon a sale by auction, several lots, all held under 
the same title, aresold at prices which would each require 
the minimum fee? In the case referred to one lot was sod to A. 
for £28, another to B. for £27, a third to OC. for £32, two others 
to D. for £24, and several more to E. for £1,685. Under the 
exception in rule 1 the sale of the two plots to D. was to be 
regarded for the purpose of the vendor’s solicitor’s costs as a 








gomnoen, Chane F Esq. Tweed R. W., Esq 
” . ie, ” . 
. The Hon. Mr. Justice. Williams, Romer, . 
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single sale. With respect, then, to the four sales to A., B., C., 
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depends on the meaning of ‘‘ transactions” in rule 8. If the 
transaction referred to in the rule is the sale of the whole 
property—that is, the entire piece of business which the 
solicitor is doing for the vendor—then, having regard to 
the sale to E., the prescribed remuneration exceeded £5, 
and rule 8 did not apply. Consequently, under rule 1 the 
scale charge and no more would be paid on each sale to a 
separate purchaser, however small the purchase-money. If 
the rule were taken by itself, it might well be that this con- 
struction would have to be placed upon it. But as Sriruine, J., 
pointed out, it has to be taken in connection with rule 1, and 
its operation must be made to correspond with the operation of 
rule 1. It is then seen that “transaction” is a general word 
used to cover the various cases of a sale, purchase, or mortgage, 
and that sales to which rule 8 applies must be identical with the 
sales referred to in rule 1. But under the express terms of rule 
1 there is a separate sale of each lot, although all the sales are 
comprised in one piece of business. Equally, therefore, under 
rule 8 there is a separate ‘‘ transaction,” and a separate 
minimum fee is payable in respect of each lot sold toa different 
purchaser. The reasoning of the learned judge is ingenious, 
but it leaves little doubt as to the correctness of the result. It 
may be observed that in Re Margetts (44 W. R. 462; 1896, 
2 Ch. 263) a similar point arose with respect to the charges of 
the solicitor who had bought for the same purchaser different 
lots held under different titles; but there was obvious reason 
for holding, as Kexewicn, J., did, that separate minimum fees 
were chargeable. 





Tue Lorp Cuter Justice, at the Leicester Assizes this week, 
remarked upon the hardship imposed on the common and petty 
juryman by his being obliged to give his services for nothing, 
while on the other hand the special juryman receives a fair 
remuneration for his services. No one alleges that the latter 
person should not be paid, but as it is clear that in the majority 
of cases the loss of a day (or several days) is less likely to be of 
serious importance to him than to his poorer brother, the injustice 
tothe common and petty juryman becomes the more apparent. 
There was nothing new or startling in the few words to 
the effect just stated which were feelingly spoken by the 
Lord Chief Justice. Other judges, and many persons of high 
position, have expressed the same opinion time after time. In 
fact, it may be said with truth that no one seriously supports 
the present state of things, and it is generally admitted that 
these men should not be compelled to neglect their own businesses 
in order to serve the public without at least being secured to 
some extent from loss as a consequence of so doing. In theory 
there are other persons who are bound to serve the public for 
nothing. Thus an overseer cannot refuse to act if duly 
elected. In practice, however, there are not many cases in 
which a man need leave any office if he does not choose, 
and if he does have so to serve, he can usually do the work 
required of him in such time as is convenient to him, so that his 
own business does not suffer. It is the juryman alone who is 
obliged, at whatever time he may be summoned, to leave his 
own affairs, however important to him they may be, and give 
his time to his country without reward. Parliament alone can 
do justice in this matter. But it is not a question of party 
politics, and so, though often referred to with sympathy by 
politicians, time is never found to pass the simple measure 
required to put this wrong right. A few days ago, at the 
London Sessions, a grand jury drew the attention of the judge 
to the fact that they were all business men and were losers by 
having to serve, and expressed an opinion that they ought to 
be paid. It may be that the members of sessions grand juries 
ought to be considered as much as the members of special or 
common juries; but the grand juries who serve at assizes are 
generally composed of men of leisure, country gentlemen and 
magistrates, and there does not seem ever to have been any 
demand by them or on their behalf for payment. 


A souewnar novel point under the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act came before his Honour Judge Eno at the Clerkenwell 
County Court in the case of Russell v. Holme, decided on the 
26th ult. Under Schedule I. (1) (4) of the Act, where the 





injury has caused total or partial incapacity for work, the com- 
pensation is to be a weekly payment during the incapacity not 
exceeding 50 per cent. of the workman’s average weekly 
earnings, and clause (2) provides that in fixing the amount of 
the weekly payment ‘‘regard shall be had to the difference 
between the amount of the average weekly earnings of the 
workman before the accident, and the average amount which he 
is able to earn after the accident, and to any payment, not 
being wages, which he may receive from the employer 
in respect of his injury during the period of his incapacity.” 
Pausing here, it may be observed that under the former 
clause total and partial incapacity may be treated alike: 
in either case the workman may be awarded a weekly payment 
equal to half his average earnings before the accident; and 
looking to this clause alone, in a case of partial incapacity, the 
man may be awarded a payment equal to half his weekly 
earnings even while he is receiving in wages an amount not 
much less than before the accident: so that he would receire 
altogether a larger weekly payment than before. The language 
of the second clause is vague, but it may perhaps be regarded 
as meaning that the former clause is not to be construed so as to 
put the workmen in so advantageous a position. This appears 
to have been the view taken by the judge in Jussell v. 
Holme. In that case the workman had been earning a weekly 
wage of £2; after the accident his employers (or their insurers) 
agreed, without litigation, to make him a weekly payment of £1 
by way of compensation, and while he was absent from work 
his employers made him a compassionate allowauce of £2 a 
week in addition to the compensation. On his resuming work, 
the employers continued to pay him wages at the old rate, but 
the £1 a week compensation ceased. The workman’s earning 
capacity had diminished, and some months after he had resumed 
work his wages were reduced to 30s. He then applied under 
clause 12 of Schedule I. to have the weekly payment reviewed. 
The judge, taking the view of clause 2 which is indicated 
above, considered that the intention of the Legislature was 
to divide the loss between employer and employed, and he 
made an award of 5s. a week, pa giving to the workman half 
the difference between his former and his present rate of wages. 
The point is one of some doubt and difficulty, and does not 
appear to have been touched by any of the decisions of the 
Court of Appeal. 





Tue Court of Appeal (Linptey, M.R., Ricsy and Vaveuan 
Wits, L.JJ.) have affirmed the judgment of Romer, L.J., in 
Jones v. Barnett (47 W. R. 493), and have avoided the wide 
extension which would have been given to section 70 of the 
Conveyancing Act, 1881, had the defendant’s argument on the 
section been successful. Shortly stated, the facts were as 
follows: A. was entitled under a will to an interest in real 
property expectant on the determination of a life estate. While 
the interest was still in remainder, he sold and assigned it to B. 
in consideration of an existing debt. Subsequently, C., who 
was a creditor of A., recovered judgment against him and 
obtained the appointment of a receiver of the reversionary 
interest. Inquiries were directed as to prior incumbrances, 
and, B. not being before the court, and making no claim, it 
was certified that there were no incumbrances. The reversionary 
interest was sold under the order of the court. It was bought 
in by the judgment creditor, C., and was assigned to him 
by @ person appointed by the court to convey on behalf of A. 
The tenant for life died, and O. entered into possession. Then 
B. put forward her claim under the prior purchase from A., and 
C. sought to defeat her with section 70, That section provides 
that “an order of the court under any statutory or other juris- 
diction shall not, as against a purchaser, be invalidated on the 
ground of want of jurisdiction or of want of any concurrence, 
consent, notice, or service, whether the purchaser has notice of 
any such want or not.” Had the section been held to apply to 
such a case it would have meant that the order of the court 
would bind absent parties although the court was unaware of 
their interest and had no intention of binding them. There are 
two cases—Re Hall-Dare’s Contract (21 Oh. D, 41) and Mostyn 
v. Mostyn (1893, 3 Oh, 376)—in which the interests of absent 
parties have been held to be bound, but in each case the court 
was well aware of those interests, and intended to deal with 
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them. In the first case the persons affected were remaindermen 
subsequent to an estate tail, whose concurrence the court 
intended to dispense with, though there was a _ technical 
irregularity in the order; and in the second they were puisne 
incumbrancers who were intentionally omitted because it was 
known that the proceeds of sale would be insufficient to satisfy the 
first incumbrancers. But it is a very different matter to say 
that the order of the court is to be taken to bind absent parties 
of whose interests the court is ignorant, and the Court of Appeal 
have supported Romer, L.J., in holding that the section has no 
such effect. Romer, L.J., Jaid down the canon of construction that 
if the order, having regard to its terms and the proceedings in 
which and the circumstances in which it was made, would not 
be held, apart from section 70, to be intended to bind any 
particular interest, then that interest would not be bound by 
reason of the section. Practically the Court of Appeal seem to 
adopt this. The section, says the Master of the Rolls, is only 
intended to cure irregularities, and does not apply to a case in 
which an order has been made to sell land on the supposition 
that it belongs to one person when it really belongs to another. 
If a different construction was given to the section, and if it was 
taken to mean that an order of the court conferred an absolute 
title, the mode in which inquiries preliminary to the sale are 
conducted would have to be fundamentally altered. Itis for the 
purchaser to satisfy himself as to the title, though he may rely 
on the order to cure mere irregularities of the nature specified in 
section 70, 





Tue practice of extending the benefit of restrictive covenants 
to all persons who go into possession of land or houses under 
the conditions of a common building scheme has been con- 
clusivcly established by the cases of Renals v. Cowlishaw (28 
W. R. 9, 9 Ch. D. 125) and Spicer v. Martin (37 W. R. 689, 14 
App. Cas. 12), and, provided the existence of the common 
scheme can be proved, it is not necessary to follow with technical 
accuracy the legal devolution of the covenants. All who come 
in on the faith of the covenants are entitled to require them to 
be observed. The recent reports contain numerous illus- 


trations of the application of this doctrine, and amongst | P 


them is the decision of Nortu, J., in Hudson v. Cripps 
(44 W. R. 200; 1896, 1 Ch. 265), where it was held to 
regulate the rights of the tenants of a building laid out 
in residential flats. To such a case, indeed, the doctrine seems 
to be peculiarly applicable, inasmuch as every tenant 
understands perfectly well that he is expected to conform to the 
regulations, and a violation of the scheme of general manage- 
ment, whether by other tenants or by the landlord, can hardly 
fail to be productive of inconvenience. An example of this is 
afforded by the recent case of Gedge v. Bartlett (Times, Jan. 30) 
before Bucxtey, J. The plaintiff since 1891 had occupied a 
residential flat in a building known as Queen’s Mansions, 
Victoria-street, Westminster. By his lease he covenanted to 
use the premises for residential purposes only, and the other 
leases of flats in the same building contained covenants in 
similar form. In May last the lessor entered into negotia- 
tions for letting part of the building to the Education Depart- 
ment as offices, and, notwithstanding the issue of the writ in 
the action, this was done and the department took possession. 
Subsequently a binding contract was made for letting a further 
portion to the department, but of this portion possession has 
not yet been taken. Under the circumstances the plaintiff was 
clearly entitled to relief, though Bucxtey, J., declined to grant 
an injunction, and allowed damages only. Apparently this was 
on the ground that the arrangement with the Education Depart- 
ment had gone too far, but it is difficult to see how that was any 
reason for refusing the plaintiff the customary relief. A new 
tenant coming in with full knowledge of the covenants, as 
presumably the Education Department did, and intending to 
break them, is hardly entitled to consideration from the court, 
and still less is the landlord who lets the premises in defiance 
of the common scheme of management. 


Tux ricut of a shareholder to obtain as against the company 
rescission of his contract to take shares on the ground of 


that proceedings for this purpose must have been commenced 
either actually or in effect before the commencement of the 
winding up of the company. Actual proceedings are 
not necessary if other claims against the company are 
pending, and if it has been arranged that those of repudiating 
shareholders generally shall be governed by a test case which 
has been begun. “To enable a shareholder to escape,” said 
Bacaaray, L.J., in Re Scottish Petroleum Co. (23 Ch. D, at p. 
434), “there must, before the commencement of the winding 
up, be a repudiation of the shares, and it must be followed 
up by active steps to be relieved from them, unless there 
is some ment with the company which dispenses with 
the necessity of proceedings being taken by this particular 
shareholder.” Is it, however, a hard-and-fast rule that pro- 
ceedings must actually have been commenced, or will something 
short of this suffice? The question has been raised before the 
Court of Appeal in Re General Railway Syndicate, Whiteley’s case 
(ante, p. 228), where the shareholder did not repudiate his 
contract until, in June, 1898, the company commenced an action 
against him for calls. On the 20th of July he obtained uncondi- 
tional leave to defend upon the statement in his affidavit that he 
intended to counterclaim for rescission on the ground of misre- 
presentation. The winding up of the company commenced on 
the 22nd of July, but the counterclaim was not delivered till 
subsequently. Technically, therefore, there had been no 
commencement of p i by the shareholder till 
after the winding up, and if the above rule was to 
be construed strictly, he was too late. Seeing, however, that 
an action had been begun by the company, the shareholder had 
in fact adopted the more convenient course when he decided to 
counterclaim instead of bringing a fresh action; and the Court 
of Appeal, reversing Wricut, J., held that the statement on 
which he got leave to defend, followed as it was by the counter- 
claim, was a sufficient intimation by the shareholder that he was 
proceeding for rescission. Hence he was allowed to prosecute 
the counterclaim, notwithstanding that the winding up had 
intervened. The real question, said Lixpiey, M R., was whether 
what was done by the applicant was not equivalent to taking 
roceedings for removal of his name from the register. In the 
view of the Court of Appeal it was, account being taken of the 
substance rather than the form of the proceedings. 





Tue case of Reg. v. The Justices of London, Ex parte The 
Guardians of the Greenwich Union, decided by Cuannett and 
Bucxni1, JJ., on the 31st of January, raised a curious point 
under the poor law. The guardians had obtained an order of a 
metropolitan police magistrate requiring two men to pay weekly 
sums of 2s. ed. each for the maintenance of their mother, who 
had become chargeable. It subsequently came to light that the 
sons were illegitimate, and therefore not legally liable to support 
the mother. Upon this the guardians very properly gave an 
undertaking not to enforce the orders. The sons, however, not 
content with this undertaking, appealed to quarter sessions and 
obtained orders purporting to quash the orders of the magis- 
trate. These orders of quarter sessions were now brought 
up to be quashed by the High Court on the ground that 
they were made without jurisdiction. A right of appeal 
must, of course, depend upon express enactment. The Poor 
Relief Acts from 43 Bliz. c. 2 downwards were searched in vain 
to find a right of appeal from an order such as that of the 
magistrate in this case. Under 43 Eliz c. 2 these orders were 
made by quarter sessions and not by justices in petty session, 
so that an appeal to quarter sessions was out of the question ; and 
this remained the law until the Act 59 Geo. 3,¢. 12. That Act 
gave concurrent jurisdiction to petty sessions, but neither it nor 
any subsequent Poor Law Act have given auy right ofappeal. It 
was suggested that the Metropolitan Police Act, 1839 (2&3 
Vict. c. 71), 8. 50, gave such a right; that section gives an 
appeal to quarter sessions from an order of & magistrate 
atjndging a to pay a sum of more than £3, But in the 
present case } was no order to pay such a sum, although the 
weekly 2s. 6d. would in time amount to more than £3 if the 

uper continued to live and to be unable to support herself. 
n many similar cases—e.g., bastardy orders—ap lie, and it 





juisrepresentation is well established, but it is equally settled 





is not surprising that the justices in the present case should have 
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thought that they had jurisdiction, but such appeals are, of 
course, the creation of statute in each case. The orders of 
quarter sessions were, therefore, quashed. 





THe casE of Gibbs v. Sidney (49 L. T. 132, 31 W. R. Dig. 
210) revealed a singular omission in the Middlesex Registry Act. 
NokrtH, J., there held that when a deed registered in Middlesex 
was set aside as fraudulent, the High Court had no jurisdiction to 
order the registration to be vacated. All that could be done 
was to declare that the registration ought to be vacated. The 
Act provides no machinery for rectification of the register 
constituted under it. In consequence, from the date of its 
coming into operation in 1709, a true owner has, until recently, 
remained liable to have his title embarrassed by the continued 
presence on the register of forged and fraudulent instruments 
purporting to interfere therewith. Norru, J., however, seemed 
to think that the Master of the Rolls, as Keeper of the Public 
Records, had jurisdiction: as to which see Re Berdan’s Patent 
(L. R. 20 Eq. 346). In Stephenson v. Yorke (reported elsewhere) 
the question again arose whether the court had jurisdiction. Since 
1883, when (Gibbs v. Sidney was decided, it has been enacted by 
section 1 of the Land Registry (Middlesex Deeds) Act, 1891, 
that the Middlesex Registry should be transferred to the Land 
Registry, and form part of that office, and all powers and 
indemnities subsisting, and all penalties imposed for the 
purposes of the Land Transfer Act, 1875, should be available 
for the purpose of the Middlesex Registry Act. The Land 
Transfer Act, 1875, contains provisions for rectification of 
the register (see sections 95-97), and the Land Transfer 
Act, 1897, which, by section 26, is to be construed as one 
with the Act of 1875, extends the provision so made (see 
section 7). Bucxtery, J., therefore, held in Stephenson v. Yorke 
that, having regard to these enactments, the court now had the 
power which it lacked when Gibds v. Sidney was decided, and 
not only made a declaration that the registration of the forged 
and fraudulent deeds in the case before him ought to be vacated, 
but ordered that the register should be rectified accordingly. 
The office of Land Registry was not represented, but by section 
97 of the Act of 1875 the registrar is to obey the order of any 
competent court in relation to any registered land. 








THE COMPANIES BILL. 


THe Companies Bill has been introduced in the House of 
Commons by the President of the Board of Trade in the form in 
which it left the House of Lords last session, and, while there is 
no certainty that a Bill touching such important interests, which 
has been under the consideration of the House of Lords since 
1896, will get through the House of Commons in a single session, 
yet the prospect of an immediate change in the law is a good deal 
greater than in former years. For the present purpose it may be said 
that the discussion of the question of the reform of the Companies 
Acts began with the report in August, 1895, of the Departmental 
Committee appointed by the Board of Trade, of which Lord Davey 
was chairman, and which included such distinguished members 
as the late Sir JosepH Cuirry and VavGHan WILLIAMS, 
L.J. The chief feature of that report was its conservative 
nature. The vast amount of capital which had been attracted to 
companies under the system of limited liability was felt to forbid 
any rash legislative interference. “The number of persons,” 
said the report, “who are interested, either as shareholders or 
bond or debenture-holders in these companies is, of course, 
enormous. It is obvious that legislation affecting interests of this 
magnitude and widespread character demands great caution and 
care. Restrictive provisions, which may have the effect of either 
cartailing the facilities for the formation of companies which 
bring so much business to England, or of embarrassing the 
administration of companies, or deterring the best class of men 
from becoming directors, are not lightly to be entertained.” 
Accordingly the legislative changes which the committee advo- 
cated were comparatively few. The evil of going to allotment on 
an insufficient subscription was to be checked by the naming of 
® minimum subscription in the prospectus ; the statutory general 
Meeting was to have- additional importance given to it; the 








loading of purchase-money by the payment of profits to inter- 
mediate vendors was to be controlled by requiring a disclosure of 
all such profits in the prospectus; sections 25 and 38 of the 
Companies Act, 1867, relating respectively to the filing of 
contracts for taking paid-up shares and the disclosure of pre- 
liminary contracts, were to be repealed and replaced by more 
convenient provisions ; personal liability was to be im on 
directors who improperly incurred debts or allowed undue 
preference to any creditor; mortgages and charges were to be 
publicly registered; and auditing was to be made compulsory, 
The committee declined to advocate the compulsory publica- 
tion of balance-sheets—though upon this point VAUGHAN 
Wiu1ams, L.J., expressed his dissent—and they rejected as im- 
practicable the official supervision of the formation of companies, 
‘‘Tt would be,” said the report, “an attempt to throw what 
ought to be the responsibility of the individual on the shoulders 
of the State, and would give a fictitious and unreal sense of 
security to the investor, and might also lead to grave abuses.” 
They were, however, in favour of a clause defining the liability of 
promoters and directors; of the compulsory disclosure in the 
prospectus of a series of items enumerated in great detail ; and 
of permitting, under restrictions, the payment of underwriting 
commissions. The recommendations of the committee were 
included in a draft Bill which was printed in the Appendix to 
the Report. 

The Bill which was introduced by the Earl of DuDLEy on behalf 
of the Board of Trade in the House of Lords in the session of 
1896 was substantially the same as the Bill approved by the 
committee, except that it adopted the dissentient opinion of 
VaucHan WiuiAms, L.J., in respect of balance-sheets, and made 
the filing of these with the Registrar of Joint-Stock Companies, 
compulsory. Upon this point the Bill, as it left the House of 
Lords last session, and as it has been now introduced in the House 
of Commons, reverts to the opinion of the Board of Trade 
Committee, and the section which dealt with the oe pone and 
filing of the annual balance-sheet—clause 28 in Lord DUDLEY’s 
Bill—is entirely omitted. In two points, moreover, the present 
Bill overrules the proposals both of the committee and of the 
original Bill. These are in regard to the definition of the liability 
of promoters and directors and to the liability of directors for 
improper trading, matters which were dealt with in clauses 
9, 10, and 11 of the original Bill. Clause 9 declared that 
every promoter was in a fiduciary relation to the company, 
and that in consequence he was debarred from selling property to 
the company, or making a profit out of the promotion of the com- 
pany without full disclosure, and was liable to account for secret 
profits. Clause 10 prohibited directors from receiving gifts from the 
promoters of or vendors to the company, and, by sub-clause (2), 
enacted as follows: “ Every director shall be under an obligation 
to the company to use reasonable care and prudence in the exer- 
cise of his powers, and shall be liable to compensate the company 
for any damage incurred by reason of neglect to use such care and 
prudence.” Clause 11 imposed personal liability on directors (1) 
in respect of debts incurred by the company without reasonable 
expectation of ability to pay them ; (2) in respect of fraudulent 

reference of any creditor ; and (3) for disposing, otherwise than 
in the ordinary course of business, of goods obtained on credit. 
These three clauses find no place in the present Bill. 


With repect to the provisions as to the liability of directors for 
improperly incurring debts, &c., there will probably be some 
aaa of opinion as to the expediency of omitting them. 
Prima facie they are fair enough, and only impose on a director 
the same duty to act honestly in respect of the company’s affairs 
which the bankruptcy law imposes on him in respect of his own. 
But the House of Lords appear to have been impressed by the 
difficulty which such a provision would offer to directors who were 
attempting to do their best when the assets of a company were of 
a doubtful nature, or who had to carry on business with large 
sums outstanding on debentures. A trading which was perfectly 
proper while the debentures were not disturbed might be disastrous 
to the unsecured creditors if the debentures were for any reason 
called in. But these are uncertainties which the court would have 
to take into account in deciding whether there was a reasonable 
probability of meeting the new debts which were being incurred, 
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und upon the whole there seews to be no sufficient reason 
why the clause should not stand. With respect to the other 
clauses which have been omitted—those defining the liability of 
promoters and directors—the case is different. These are matters 
which are sufficiently regulated by the existing law, and it is 
safer to leave them to be governed from time to time by judicial 
decision than to lay down specific statutory rules. This considera- 
tion was present to the Board of Trade Committee. “ Your 
committee,” said the report, ‘are fully sensible of the danger 
incident to partial consolidation of the law, and of the possible 
loss of elasticity and adaptability involved io any attempt to 
express principles of law in formal clauses of an Act of Parliament. 
But they believe that the advantages in this case will outweigh the 
inconvenience.” It was also pointed out that it was desirable to 
bring home to promoters and directors the obligations they under- 
take. The House of Lords have taken the opposite view, and if 
the Bill passes in its present form the liability of promoters and 
directors will be left to the well-understood general principles 
which the courts have laid down and to such further principles as 
changing circumstances may render necessary. ‘This, as we 
pointed out in our comments on the committee’s report, seems to 
be the preferable course. 


Besides the omissions just referred to, the present Bill makes 
some noteworthy alterations in those provisions of the original 
Bill which it preserves. Shortly stated it proposes to alter or 
state the law in respect of (1) the c-rtificate of incorporation ; 
(2) the appointment and qualification of directors ; (3) going 
to allotment and commencement of business ; (4) underwriting 
commissions ; (5) prospectases; (6) the statutory meeting ; 
(7) registration of mortgages ; (8) audit ; (9) winding up. Minor 
matters, not referred to ia this list, include the regulation of 
the incorporation of companies which carry on business as 
chemists, &c. 

In respect of going to allotment and commencing business, the 
Bill preserves the requirement of a minimum subscription before 
going to allotment, and of payment of a certain proportion in cash 
before commencing business or exercising borrowing powers ; but 
a provision has been introduced (clause 8 (4)) with a view of 
enabling shares and debentures to be offered simultaneously. 
Clause 9 provides for a return as to allotments, shewing what 
shares are paid up in cash, and what shares are issued as fully or 
partly paid up otherwise than in cash, but we regret to see that 
the repeal of section 25 of the Act of 1867, which was supposed to 
be the corollary of this provision, is omitted from the schedule to 
the present Bill. Clause 12 preserves in the main the original 
proposals with regard to the information to be furnished in 
prospectuses, including the names of vendors and sub-vendors to 
the company, and the amount payable in cash or shares to each ; 
but an important change has been made in the original require- 
ment that the prospectus was to state “the dates, parties, 
and short purport or effect of every material contract and 
every material fact known to any director or promoter of the 
company who is a party to the issue of the prospectus, and a reason- 
able time and place at which any material contract or a cop 
thereof may be inspected.” The words in italics are now omitted, 
and a considerable lightening of the prospectus is thus attained. 
In consequence of this provision, section 38 of the Act of 1867 


will be repealed. The Bill retains the original proposals as to the i 


registration of mortgages and charges, including debentures, and 
instruments which, if executed by an individual, would require 
registration as bills of sale, and floating charges ; but it omits the 
proviso excluding from the necessity for registration “ liens by law 
or charges created in the ordinary course of business.” And it 
omits the provisions in the original Bill for winding up a compan 
in cases where the certificate of incorporation has been obtained 
by fraud, or by a wilful violation of the Companies Acts, or where 
the company was formed with the intent to defraud creditors. 

It will thus be seen that, substantially, the present Bill carries 
out the recommendations of the Board of Trade Committee of 
1895, and in particular it adheres to the principle of permitiing 
companies to keep their balance-sheets to themselves, Upon this 
point it will probably receive most discussion. It also declines to 
crystallize in statutory rules the duties of directors, and in general 
It interferes as little as possible with the formation and manage- 








ment of companies. The complaiut in the House of Commons 
will probably be that it attempts to do too little, but in the House 
of Lords the Lord Chancellor, following the lead of the Board of 
Trade Committee, designedly abstained from any drastic changes 
in company law. From this policy it is to be hoped the 
Government will not depart. 








THE ORDER OF PAYMENT OF DEBTS. 
I. 


Tue law relating to the order of payment of debts in case of the 
debtor’s insolvency is not only particularly distinguished by its 
anomalous character, but is also at the present time in a state of 
great confusion and uncertainty. In order to understand the 
present position of the matter, we must go back to the days 
before the Judicature Acts. It was then well settled that if a 
debtor died leaving insufficient estate to satisfy his liabilities in 
full, his debts were payable by his executors or adminis- 
trators in the following order: (1) Crown debts by record 
or specialty, (2) debts preferred by particular statutes, 
(3) registered judgments against the deceased, (4) recog- 
nizances and statutes, (5) other debts incurred for value, 
special and simple contract debts being payable equally 
by virtue of Hinde Palmer’s Act (32 & 33 Vict. ec. 61), and 
(6) voluntary bonds or covenants: 2 Wms. Exors. 991-1015 
(7th ed.). Judgments against the executor or administrator were 
payable in priority to other liabilities of equal degree with those 
on which the judgment had been obtaine}, and were not required 
to be registered for this purpose: Jennings v. Rigby (33 Beav. 
198). But it was held that, after Hinde Palmer’s Act, a judg- 
ment against an administrator on a simple contract debt of the 
deceased should be satisfied in preference to his debts incurred 
by special contract but not so secured by judgment: Re Williams 
(L. R. 15 Eq. 270). As between themselves, judgments against 
the executor or administrator were payable in order of date, not 
rateably : Dollond v. Johnson (2 Sm. & Giff. 301). It was also 
established that if the deceased debtor’s estate were administered 
under the direction of the Court of Chancery, the legal priorities 
were not affected, nor was the executor or administrator deprived 
of his right of retainer (Vunn v. Barlow, 1 8. & 8. 588), although 
after an order for administration had been made on behalf of 
the creditors generally, the executor or administrator might no 
longer prefer one creditor to another of equal degree, which he was 
otherwise entitled to do: 2 Wms. Exors. 1029, 1036 (7th ed.). If, 
however, a debtor were adjudged bankrupt, his general creditors 
were at once brought to an equality. For under the Bank- 
ruptey Act, 1869, as under the previous bankruptcy statutes 
back to statute 21 Jac. 1, c. 19, s. 9, all debts owing by the 
bankrupt were in general payable rateably, no preference being 
given on account of the nature of any debt, whether incurred by 
judgment, recognizance, or specialty or simple contract. The only 
exceptions were debts due to the Crown, which not being bound 
by the former bankruptcy statutes, might enforce payment of 
its entire debt (Ex parte Postmaster- General, Re Bonham, 10 Ch. D. 
595), and the debts payable preferentially under section 32 of 
the Act of 1869—namely, a year’s rates and taxes, and certain 
wages or salary of a clerk, servant, labourer or workman. And 
in the winding up of joint-stock companies debts ranked equally 
for payment, except for the — accorded to the Crown by 
virtue of its prerogative: Smith, Fleming, § Co.’s case (L. R.1 
Ch. 538, 545), Re Sabloniéve Hotel Co. (L. R. 3 Eq. 74). 

The law being as stated, the Legislature was apparently 
minded to assimilate in certain respects the rules applicable in 
bankruptcy and in administration and the winding up of 
companies ; and it was accordingly enacted by the 10th section 
of the Judicature Act, 1875, that in the administration by the 
court of the insolvent estates of deceased persons and in the 
winding up of companies the same rules shall prevail and be 
observed as to the respective rights of secured and unsecured 
creditors, and as to debts and liabilities proveable, and as to 
the valu.tion of annuities and future and coatingent liabilities 
respectively, as may be in fore for the time being 
under the law of bankruptcy, The interpretation of this 
unhappily-worded enactment has given rise to an extraordinary 
conflict of opinion, There were opposing deci-ions on the ques- 





\ Williams (36 Ch. D. 573, 583). 
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tion whether the Act made the debts payable preferentially in 
bankruptcy also payable preferentially in the winding up of 
companies: Re Albion Steel and Wire Co. (7 Oh. D. 547) and 
Re Association of Land Financiers (16 Ch. D. 373). But fora 
long time the weight of authority appeared to be in favour of 
the view that the chief effect of this enactment was to do away 
with the old rule in administration enabling a secured creditor 
to keep the full benefit of his security and yet prove for the 
whole amount of his debt: see Lee v. Nuttall (12 Ch. D. 
61, 65), and Re Hopkins (18 Ch. D. 570). It was accordingly 
considered by Fry, J., in Re Maggi, Winehouse v. Winehouse 
(20 Ch. D. 545), that the enactment in question did not import 
into the administration by the court of the insolvent estates of 
deceased persons the rule of bankruptcy that debts are payable 
pari passu; and it was held that registered judgments against a 
decessed debtor still enjoyed the same priority as before. This 
case followed a previous decision of Cotertper, C.J., and 
Lrypiey, J., in Smith v. Morgan (5 C. P. D. 387), that creditors 
who buve recovered judgment against an executor or adminis- 
t:ator still retain their previous priority; and it was followed by 
Carry, J., in Re MceMyn (33 Ch. D. 575), and Norra, J., in 


Then the Legislature took a further step in the way of 
assimilating the administration of the insolvent estates of 
deceased persons with bankruptcy; and it was provided by 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1883 (s. 125), that an order may be made 
by a court exercising bankruptcy jurisdiction, either on the 





application of a creditor or by order of a court in which the 
estate is being administered, for the administration of the | 
insolvent estate of a deceased debtor according to the law of | 
bankruptcy. This placed the deceased person’s debts on an | 
equality if such an order were made ; but it was considered that | 
they remained payable according to their former priorities in | 
case his estate were administered either by his executor or | 
administrator out of court, or by the court in the Chancery 

Division, and not in bankruptcy: see Re Williams (36 

Ch. D. 573, 583), Re Churchill (39 Ch. D. 174), Re Baker 

(44 Ch. D. 262). //Then the Preferential Payments in Bank- 

ruptcy Act, 1888,\provided that the same debts shall be 

payable preferentially in bankruptcy and in the winding up of 

companies, and likewise in the case of a deceased insolvent | 
debtor; but as the Act contains a general proviso (section 3) | 
that it shall apply only in the case of receiving orders and orders | 
for the administration of the estates of deceased debtors accord- | 
ing to the law of bankruptcy, and windings up commenced after 
the commencement of the Act, it was supposed that no change 
was intended to be made in the law of administration of the 
estates of deceased debtors unless an order were made for the | 
administration of the estate in bankruptcy. This construction | 
of the Act was accordingly adopted in the 9th edition of Williams 
on Ex: cutors (pp. 856 ef seq.), in the 5th edition of Seton on; 
Deciees (p. 1200), in Mr. Excoon’s 8rd edition of Walker on 
Exscutors (p. 185), and by the writer in the 14th edition of 
Williams on Personal Property (p. 207). But the judgment of 
the Court of Appeal in Jie Leng, Tarn vy. Emmerson (1895, 1 Ch. 
652), has thrown doubt upon the order in which debts are pay- 
able in administration out of court or in the Chancery Division. 
Tae decision in that case was that, by virtue of the 10th 
section of the Judicature Act, 1875, there is imported into the 
administration of a deceased person’s icsolvent estate in the | 
Chancery Division the rule made by the Married Wvumen’s 

Preperty Act, 1882 (s. 3), that a wife’s claim for any money 

leat to her husband for the purposes of any trade or business 

carried on by him shall be postponed in case of his bankruptcy 

to the claims of all his other creditors for value. The court | 
criticized, but did not overrule, the decision in Re Maggi. | 
Lisvizy, L.J., said that judgment creditors are entitled to | 
preference on grounds peculiar to themselves, and the rules | 
which favour them are rather exceptions to ordinary rules as to | 
payments of debts than illustrations of those rules, And he| 
remarked that, whilst he recognized the exceptions, he could not 

himeelf go so far as to say that the general rule in bankruptcy, 

which required debts, with some exceptions, to he paid pari passu, 

is not applicable in administration actions where the estate being | 
administered is insolvent. A. L. Suiru, L.J., remarked that 2 | 


Jlogy/ is not a decision upon the conjoint operation of the two | 
( 


statuies which the court had then to consider, and he did not 
therefore inquire if the learned judge’s construction of section 10 
was not too narrow; and moreover, the case did not bind him, 
It was subsequently held by Srrauine, J., in Re Heywood (1897, 
2 Ch. 593), following Re Leng, that, by virtue of the joint 
operation of the 10th section of the Judicature Act, 1875, and the 
Preferential Payments in Bankruptcy Act, 1888, the debts 
payable preferentially in bankruptcy are also payable prefer- 
entially in administration in the Chancery Division. It is pro- 
posed to consider the effect of these decisions in a subsequent 
article, T. Cyprian WILLIAMs, 








REVIEWS. 
MAGISTRATES’ LAW. 

THE MAGISTRATES’ ANNUAL PRAcTIcE, 1900: BEING A Conx- 
PENDIUM OF THE LAW AND PRACTICE RELATING TO MATTERS 
OccUPYING THE ATTENTION OF CouRTS oF SUMMARY JURISDIC- 
TION, WITH AN APPENDIX OF STATUTES AND RULES, LIsT or 
PUNISHMENTS, DIARY FOR MAGISTRATES, &0. By CHARLES 
MILNER ATKINSON, M.A., LL.M. (Cantab.), Stipendiary Magistrate 
for the City of Leeds. Stevens & Sons(Limited); Sweet & Maxwell 
(Limited). 

This is the fifth year of this book’s annual editions, and it has now 
undoubtedly won for itself a well-deserved and well-established 
position as an authority upon matters within its scope. It is always 
easy to find what one wants in the book, and, when found, the 
matter is always treated of clearly and accurately. A few 
small inaccuracies and omissions which might have been noticed in 
earlier editions seem now to bave disappeared, and entire confidence 
may be placed in the correctness of this edition. Several important 
new statutes have come into force since the fourth edition was 
published, amongst which may be mentioned the Summary 
Jurisdiction Act, 1899, which allows certain cases of false pretences 
to be dealt with summarily, and allows justices to deal summarily 
with any offence, other than homicide, if committed by persons und+r 
sixteen years of age who consent to forego their right to trial by 
jury. The Sale of Food and Drugs Act, 1899, is also an Act of great 
importance which has necessitated considerable changes in the text. 
These Acts and all others bearing on the matter of the book appear to 
be properly treated. All the recent decisions of the courts, too, have 
been noted, and the judgment in the Kempton Park betting case has 
caused the pages on betting to be almost entirely re-written. This 
edition, in short, has been carefully and successfully brought up to 
date, and will be found useful and sufficient for all ordinary purposes 
by the practitioner in couutry police-courts. 


THE Justices’ NoTE-BooK: CONTAINING A SHoRT ACCOUNT OF 
THE JURISDICTION AND DUTIES OF JUSTICES, AND AN EPITOME 
OF THE CRIMINAL Law. By the late W. Knox Wicram, J.P. 
SEVENTH EpiTIon. By Henry WARBURTON and LEONARD W. 
KErsuAw, Barristers-at-Law. Stevens « Sons (Limited); Sweet 
& Maxwell (Limited). 

Many a magistrate knows no law. This is unfortunate, for such 4 
man can hardly be # useful public servant. A man, however, may 
be a first-rate magistrate without being a trained lawyer and without 
knowing his law in close detail. A general knowledge of the nature 
and limits of his duties and jurisdiction, combined with plenty of 
common sense, human sympathy, and knowledge of the world, will 
make a good magistrate. He can rely for detail on his clerk. We 
know of no book so well calculated to give an intelligent man this 
necessary general knowledge as Wigram’s Justices’ Note-Book. It 
does not profess to be a rival of Stone or of the Magistrates’ 


| Annual Practice, but at the same time it does contain a very large 


amount of sound and valuable information conveyed in simple 
language which is as free from legal technicalities as is consistent 
with a high degree of accuracy. The fact that it has reached a 
seventh edition is of itself proof that the work bas been found useful. 
The first part of the book gives an account of a justice’s duties and 
of the procedure in indictable and non-indictable cases. The second 


| part contains notes on various offences and other matters, arranged 


in alphabetical order. The present editors have brought the book 
up to date, and have not done anything to endanger its reputation. 
Ou the contrary, their work is well done, and we v@énture to for etell 
for the book a continued career of success. Although not strictly » 
practice book, we think an Index of Statutes and a Table of Cases 
might with advantage be added to the next edition. 


Tue Ricuts and Duties oy Justices. By R. D. M. Litter, 
C.B., Q.C., Chairman of the Quarter Sessions of Middlesex, aud 
Axruur Huron, Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth & Co, 

It is rather surprising to find the names of two gentlemen, each 80 
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eminent in the legal profession, upon the title-page of a book of this 
sort. Itis a little work which might very well have been compiled by 
a clever and studious young gentleman of three years’ standing at the 
bar. The learned authors claim that it will supply a want which exists. 
We fail, however, to see the want, for there are several small books in 
print which cover almost the same ground and give a fairly good 
sketch of the duties, rights, and liabilities of justices of the peace. 
However, as these gentlemen have chosen to stoop to small things, it 
is only fair to say that they have done the task they set before 
themselves well and carefully, although the task was one which could 
not afford an opportunity for the display of any high order of ability. 
As well as a short sketch of the rights and duties of justices, the book 
contains a useful explanation and summary of the Criminal Evidence 
Act, 1898, and of the Inebriates Act of 1898. It also contains a 
few pages on ‘‘ Sentences” which are worth the attention of every 
justice, recorder, and chairman, and even of judges of the High Court. 
It is in these pages alone that any indication can be found of the 
great experience and high position of one of the authors. Magistrates 
will certainly derive considerable benefit from a careful perusal of 
this little book. 





LOCAL GOVERNMENT. 


MopEL Bys-taws, RuLES, AND REGULATIONS UNDER THE PUBLIC 
HEALTH AND OTHER ACTS, WITH ALTERNATIVE AND ADDITIONAL 
CLAUSES. Prepared and Edited by WittiAM MACKENZIE, M.A., 
Barrister-at-Law, and PErcy HANDFoRD. Vou.II. Shaw & Sons; 
Butterworth & Co. 


This is a handy collection of model bye-laws and regulations which 
by various statutes local authorities are empowered to make with 
regard to such subjects as laying out streets, erection of buildings, 
housing of fruit-pickers, or slaughter-houses, dairies, or public 
carriages, recreation grounds and allotments. Some of the bye-laws 
have the sanction of the Local Government Board, others appear to 
be the work of the editors, and sufficient care has not been taken to 
distinguish which have the authority of the department and which 
have not. Notwithstanding this defect, the book will be useful to 
0 authorities and their advisers; it is well printed and has a good 
index. 





LocaL GOVERNMENT LAW AND LEGISLATION, 1899, Arranged and 
Edited by W. H. Dumspay, Barrister-at-Law. Hadden, Best, 
& Co, 

This book, which will no doubt become a hardy annual, will be 
welcomed by all lawyers who are concerned with local government 
law. Almost any recent volume of statutes or digest of cases shews 
how largea proportion of litigation and legislation relates tothe powers, 
duties, and liabilities of local authorities. New Acts and new cases 
very quickly overtake the best of text-books, and the practitioner 
stands in constant danger of missing some recent enactment or 
decision, and most of the modern local government statutes bring in 
their train a host of statutory rules and orders of no less importance 
than the statutes themselves, Mr. Dumsday’s book is a collection of 
last year’s crop of statutes, rules, and orders, and departmental 
circulars relating to local government and a digest of the decided 
cases on the same subject. The statutes are elucidated by short notes 
and the digest abounds in useful cross-references. The work is 
thoroughly well done and will prove invaluable to those whose 
practice deals with this important branch of the law. 





MERCANTILE LAW. 


THE ELEMENTS OF MERCANTILE Law. By T. M. Stevens, D.C.L., 
Barrister-at-Law. THIRD Epirion. By HERBERT Jacoss, B.A., 
Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth & Co. 


Little more than two years have elapsed since the publication of the 
second edition of this useful work, which, it will be remembered, was 
intended by its lamented author, Mr. T, M. Stevens, to bean introduc- 
tion to those branches of law which are usually classed together 
under the name of mercantile law. The present editor, Mr. Jacobs, 
has, wisely, we think, adhered, as far as possible, tc the author's 
original arrangement of the work, with which students and 
others have had time to grow familiar. In order, however, 
to bring the new edition thoroughly up to date, various minor 
alterations and additions have been introduced which can hardly 
fail to be regarded as improvements. Amongst these we gladly 
welcome the substitution of a table of statutes, prefixed to the text, 
for the old title, ‘‘ Statutes,” hitherto contained in the index. When 
reviewing the second edition of this work, we suggested that, if this 
were done, it would be a decided improvement. Many new cases 
have, we notice, been added by the present editor, who has not 
hesitated (as at p. 100) to support a proposition in the text by 
one comparatively modern case (//unt v. Hecht, 8 Exch. 814) 
in lieu of two older ones cited in the previous edition. Moreover, 








in dealing with the subject of marine insurance he has very proper!: 
substantiated the statements in the text by reference to decided 
cases, instead of relying for his authority (as the late author did, in 
anticipation of the Bill passing) on the Bill for Codifying the Law 
relating to Marine Insurance, veral new statutes are for the first 
time referred to in this edition, which has been prepared with care 
and discretion. 





WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION CASES. 


WoRKMEN’s COMPENSATION CASES: BEING REPORTS OF CASES 
DECIDED UNDER THE WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION Act, PRINCIPALY 
TAKEN FROM THE Times Law Reports. Edited by R. M. 
Minton-SENHOUSE, Barrister-at-Law. William Clowes & Sons 
(Limited). 

A multiplication of law reports is not in itself desirable ; but in the 
present case the experiment is, we think, fully justified. County 
court judges are engaged daily all over the kingdom in deciding cases 
under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, often in places where the 
ordinary reports are not available. For them and for those practising 
in the courts this collection of the numerous decisions of the Court 
of Appeal upon the Act will be invaluable, and the few county court 
decisions will also have their use. The cases comprised in tbis 
volume are thoroughly up to date, and the editor has added a few 
notes and many cross-references. The text of the Act is printed in 
an appendix, and an index has been added which might with 
advantage be made much fuller so as to serve as a digest of the case 
law on the subject. 





THE LAW RELATING TO PAUPERS, 


THE Law RELATING To Casvuat Paupers. By Sypnry Davey, 
B.A., LL.B., of the Middle Temple, Barrister-at-Law. Hadder, 
Best, & Co. 

This is a very small book, of little importance to the legal 
profession in general. Its thirty pages of text and forty-seven of 
appendix, containing statutes and orders and Local Government 
Board circulars, will, however, be found very useful and reliable by 
masters of workhouses and clerks to boards of guardians. It is for 
these persons—especially, apparently, for those of the former class— 
that the book is primarily intended. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Concise Precedents under the Companies Acts. By F. Gorz- 
Browne, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Second Edition. Jordan & Sons 
(Limited). 

The Licensing Laws, so far as they relate to the Sale of Intoxicatin 
Liquors, and to Theatres, Music, Dancing, and Billiards. By R. M. 
MontTGOMERY, Barrister-at-Law. Second Edition. Sweet & Maxwell 
(Limited). 

The Sale and Food. of Drugs: The Sale of Food and Drugs Acts, 
1875 and 1879; the Margarine Act, 1887; and the Sale of Food and 
Drugs Act, 1899. With Notes of the Reported Cases. By T. C. H. 
HEDDERWICK, M.P., Barrister-at-Law. Eyre & Spottiswoode. 7s. 6d. 


CORRESPONDENCE, 
SOLICITORS’ UNDERTAKING TO STAMP DEEDS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Our attention has just been called to the remarks in your 
issue of the 10th inst. under the heading ‘‘ A Solicitor’s Undertaking 
to Stamp Deeds.” We are the solicitors against whom the order in 
question was made, and as the point appears to be of great importance 
to the profession, we should feel much obliged to you if you could in 
an early issue publish this letter. 

When we were first instructed by the company in question to 
oppose the application made for rectification of the register, they 
brought us the deeds and documents referred to, and we immediately 
pointed out to them that they were not stamped. The directors said 
that they were of opinion they did not require stamping because 
related to properties abroad, but we told them that im our opinion 
they were wrong and that they did require a stamp. 

They requested as to retain a certain counsel to re 
the matter, which we did, and in our instructions to hi 
out the omission to stamp the documents. 

We had a conference with him in the month of June last, and we 
conveyed to him our clients’ wishes that their case should be conducted 
on certain lines, when it would have been unnecessary to have used 
the documents at all. We might usefully add that the grounds of 
the application for rectification of the register were misrepresentation 
in the prospectus. The deeds and documents were not exeouted 
until months after the prospectus was issued. The company thought 


t them in 
we pointed 
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that the case turned upon the truth or otherwise of the statements in | 
the prospectus, and if this were so the deeds and documents were in | 
no way material to the issues raised. We discussed this with counsel | 
and he expressed himself in favour of that view, but he promised to 

consider the whole question and write us, but at the same time asked | 
us whose fault it was that the deeds were not stamped, and we told 
him (as was the fact) that it was the company’s fault, and no fault of 
ours; and that they were unstamped when they brought them to us, 
and we could only present their case with such material as they gave us. 

On the 23rd of June he wrote us a letter, in the concluding 
paragraph of which he used the following words: ‘‘ Please also let 
me know whether the company will undertake to stamp the deeds 
if the objection is taken that they are not stamped.” 

On the 23rd of June we replied to his letter, and in the concluding 
paragraph we used the following words: ‘‘ Should it become necessary 
so to do, we have no doubt whatever that the company would under- 
take to stamp the deeds. We have written them on the subject, and 
unless you hear to the contrary you may assume that itis so. They 
told us some time ago that they were of opinion that they did not 
want stamping because they related to properties abroad, but as soon 
as we heard we told them that that was an erroneous idea and in our 
opinion they wanted stamping.” 

By the same post we wrote to the company, and informed them 
what counsel had written us and of our reply thereto, and they 
approved of the course which we had adopted. We asked the 
directors what their position was, as we had had nothing to do with 
the flotation of the company, and they told us that they had about 
£7,000 of subscribed capital uncalled, and from what we knew of the 
company’s affairs, so far from having any reason to doubt such state- 
ment, we believed it to be true, and we therefore saw that they would 
be able to pay the stamp duties and penalties if necessary. 

We heard no more of counsel nor the matter until it came into the 
list unexpectedly for trial on the 2lst of July, which, it will be 
observed, is close upon a month after we had had the written com- 
munications with counsel. We had two directors and the secretary 
in court at the hearing, prepared to give any undertaking that might 
be required. Counsel tendered one of the deeds, and the learned 
jadge pointed out that it was not stamped. Counsel then used the 
following words, ‘‘ We undertake to stamp it.” He tendered 
another, and his lordship said, ‘‘ The same objection,” and counsel 
replied, ‘‘ The same undertaking.” Nota syllable was addressed to 
us by anybody, nor were we asked to sign or do anything; in fact, at 
the conclusion of the case (which, by the way, was decided against 
the company) we left the court, and it was not until the registrar 
subsequently sent for us to sign his book that we bad any idea that 
the words which counsel had uttered purported to bind us in any 


way. 

It will be seen that the non-stamping was not discovered just 
before the hearing, but was known to us and pointed out by us to 
counsel all along, and a month had elapsed since the correspondence 
upon the subject, so that if we had been given to understand in the 
slightest degree that we were expected to see to the stamping we 
should have at once told our clients to provide us with the funds and 
have stamped the deeds long before going into court. 

We may add that we at once saw counsel and told him what the 
registrar had required us to do, and asked him how it was that sucha 
thing had occurred, and how it was that he had used words which 
the court had construed as being an undertaking by us, and he told 
us that he had acted on the strength of his letter to us of the 22nd 
of June and our reply. We had not that correspondence with us at 
the time, and we therefore could not shew it to him, but we told him 
he was under a misapprehension, but he told us that his recollection 
was that he had in his letter asked us for a personal undertaking and 
that we in our reply had given it. 

We saw under the circumstance that the court (if we may say so 
with all respect), was under a misapprehension, and that apparently 
our credit had been pledged without our knowledge or authority, and 
we therefore did what we think every solicitor should do, and brought 
the facts before the court at once. 

We put our case on the basis that if counsel pledged our credit he 
had never even asked for an authdrity to do so, much less had he 
obtained it. If he had given us the slightest idea that we were to be 
pledged in any way, we should of course have refused. It is not like 
a matter of £5 or Zio, it may mean something like £500, and there 
was no need for us to give any such undertaking because, as we said 
before, there was ample time to stamp the deeds. 

€ you for the article which you have inserted, and we 
should feel much obliged to you if you could give publicity to the 
explanstion herein contained. The original letters are entirely at 
your service. We have had no experience in going into court with | 
unstamped deeds, and it is, as you say, a curious thing that not a | 
i text-book deals with this subject. It appears the only 
rity is an unreported decision which was furnished to the | 
learned judge by Mr. Registrar Lavie. 

The learned judge himself subsequently made an order to wind up 

the company, and we respectfully submit to the consideration of 





our brother professionals that, so far from being guilty of an attempt 
to get out of an undertaking, we are the victims of a mistake. Of 
course, we do not for one moment suggest that counsel acted as he 
did save under a misapprehension. 

You point out in your article that a solicitor can always get 
indemnity from his client, but we do not conduct our practice in 
that way. Counsel as well as ourselves knew all along that these 
deeds were not stamped, and there was ample time to stamp them, 
and therefore there was no need for us to give any undertaking or 
get any indemnity from our client. 

Cannon, Son, & Morton. 

19, Wool Exchange, Basinghall-street, Feb. 13. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re ASTON’S TRADE-MARK (No. 161,543). Stirling, J. 10th Feb. 


Travbe-Mark —REGISTRATION—NON-USER —NON-APPEARANCE OF PROPRIETOR 
—Removat rrom Recister—Service Anzoap or Notice or Morton. 


Motion. This was an application by the Hillside Chemical Co., an 
American c »mpany of New York, to have the register of trade-marks rectified 
by the removal therefrom of a trade-mark s'anding in the name of William 
Henry Aston. The applicants had dons an extensive business in a 
medicated oil called ‘‘ Terraline ’’ ian America since 1886, and in England 
since 1898. They failed, however, to obtain the registration of the word 
‘* Terraline ’’ because the usual official search shewed that it stood upon 
the register for the same class of goods in the name of one Aston, of 
Chicago, for whom in 1891 a patent agent of Ottawa in Canada had 
instructed certain London patent agents to obtain the registration. It 
appeared, after diligent inquiries, that no such article was known to be 
made or sold on the market by Aston, and neither the Canadian nor the 
London patent agents knew anything more about Aston himself. Fruit- 
less search had been made for him in Ohicago, letters addressed to him 
had been returned through the dead-letter office, and on the 10th of 
January a copy of the notice of motion had been sent with a proper 
letter to his foreign address. The patent agents in London, whose 
address for service for Aston was entered on the register, were not 
willing to accept service. No trace of Aston being found it was 
submitted, on behalf of the applicants, that as more than twenty- 
eight days had elapsed since the service by posting the notice of motion 
to Chicago, and as the article in respect of which the alleged mark 
purported to be used was not known to the trade, it should be removed 
from the register as an abandoned mark obstructing a bond fide applicant: 
Re Batts’ Trade-Marks (1899, A. C. 428). The comptroller had been served. 

Srir.ine, J., was satisfied that every proper attempt had been made to 
serve Aston, and ordered that the mark should be removed from the 
register.—CounseL, L. B. Sebastian. Soxiciror, C. Urquhart Fisher. 


[Reported by W.-H. Draper, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re PRICE, TOMLIN v. LATTER. Stirling, J. 13th July; 17th Jan. ; 
8th*Feb. 


Wiutit—Inrernationat LAaw—Construction—Powek or APPOINTMENT IN 
Enouse Wiutt—Execution py Witt or Frencu Domicitep ALIEN— 
Wuzs Acr (1 Vicr. c. 26), ss. 9, 10, 27—Lorp Kinespown’s Act 
(Domictt) (24 & 25 Vicr. c. 114). 


Lady Price by her will dated the 28th of March, 1876, bequeathed £2,000 to 
trustees upon trust for investment and payment of the income to ‘* Maria 
‘ now the wife of M. Adolphe Gay ”’ during her life for her separate 
use without power of anticipation. The will then proceeded : ‘‘ And from 
and after her decease to pay and transfer the last-mentioned sum of 
£2,000 in such manner as she the said Maria ~¢? shall by her last will 
appoint, and in default of such appointment then to such person or 
perzons as would at the time of her decease be the next-of-kin of 
the said Maria Gay in case she had died intestate and without being 
married.’’ The testatrix died in 1878, when to her knowledge Madame G. 
was the wife of Adolphe Gay, a French subject domiciled in France, by 
whom she had one daughter (since Madame C.). M. Adolphe Gay died in 
1882, and Madame G. in 1886 married M. Forfillier, also a French subject 
domiciled in France. Madame Forfillier, on the 2nd of June, 1887, made a 
holograph will in the French language, of the material parts of which the 
following is a translation: ‘I, the undersigned, declare that I bequeath 
to my dear husband, A. D. F., everything which I possess at the present 
moment and which I hereafter may possess. . . . And I declare that 
this will annuls all the others . . and that it shall thus be considered 
in England the same as in France.’’ Madame F. died on the 16th of 
February, 1898, and on the 3rd of October, 1898, letters of administration 
with the will annexed were granted by the Probate Division to the 
defendant Latter, as the attorney of M. Forfillier, who throughout claimed 


| the fund on behalf of Madame OC, The present summons was taken out by 


the trustees of Lady Price’s will. For M. Forfillier and Madame CO. it was 
submitted that the will was a good one in French law, and was a valid 
execution of the power of appointment, Madame F. having had no other 
property than the fund in question. The Wills Act only applies to a 
British subject: Bremer v. Freeman (10 Moore P. C. 306), Re Baroness von 
Buseck (30 W. BR. 140, 6 Prob. Div. 211), Blozam v. Favre (31 W. RB. 610, 8 
Prob. Div. 101, and 32 W. R. 673, 9 Prob. Div. 130). The cases of Le 
Hallyburton (1 P. 90), Re Huber (1896, P. 209), D’Hwart v. Harkness (34 
Beav, 324), Shelford vy. Acland (5 W. R. 170, 23 Beav. 10), Attorney-General 
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y. Wilkinson (14 W. R. 910, 2 Eq. 817), Re Milner (47 W. R. 360; 1899, 1 
Oh. 563), Curteis v. Kenrick (9 Sim. 443), and Churchill v. Dibbin (9 Sim. 
447n) were referred to; and Evans v. Evans (5 W. R. 169, 23 Beav. 1) aud 
Stoddart v. Saville (42 W. R. 361; 1894, 1 Co. 480) were distinguished in 
different respects. On behalf of certain next-of-kin of Madame F., it 
was submited that the French will did not execute the power, and the 
cases of Hummel v. Hummel (46 W. R. 507; 1898, 1 Ch. 642), Re Kirwan’s 
Trusts (32 W. R. 581, 25 Ch. D. 373) were relied on; Dalrymple v. Hall 
(29 W. R. 421, 16 Ch. D. 715) and Re Sargent (32 W. R. 987, 26 Oh. D. 
578) also referred to. Cur. adv. vult. 

S11RxLING, J., after stating the facts, examined the case of D’ Huart v. 
Harkness, which came as near to the present case as one case could come to 
another, and pointed out that the facts in Re Kirwan’s Trusts were very 
different, because there the power was of a different kind and the will and 
codicil were admitted to probate by virtue of Lord Kingsdown’s Act, though 
the codicil was unattested. Unfortunately D’ Huart v. Harkness was not 
cited in Re Kirwan’s Trusts, but both decisions were considered by Keke- 
wich, J., in Hummel v. Hummel. There the will was not admitted to probate, 
so that the question was not the same as here, but Kekewich, J., did 
consider whether or no, supposing the will could be proved, it would be a 
good execution of the power; and it appears from his judgment that he 
was of opinion that those two cases were not inconsistent, inasmuch as the 
will dealt with in Re Kirwan’s Trusts was only valid by reason of the Act 
24 & 25 Vict. c. 114, while in D’Huart v. Harkness it was good according 
to the law of the testator’s domicil. Lord Kingsdown’s Act applies only to 
the wills of British subjects, and, inasmuch as Madame F. was a French 
subject, that statute does not apply here. According to the view taken by 
Kekewich, J., D’Huart v. Harkness ought to be followed in the present 
case. Further than that, that case — to be well decided on principle, 
according to the general rule stated at p. 685 of Dicey’s Conflict of 
Laws, from which it follows that the provisions of an English statute 
prescribing formalities with reference to wills do not apply to the wills of 
persons not domiciled in England. [After referring to the judgment 
of Lord Wensleydale in Bremer v. Freeman and the practice of the Probate 
Division to admit to probate the wills of persons domiciled abroad, 
although executed otherwise than is prescribed by the Act (as in the 
present case), his lordship continued:] I fail to sce why the provisions of 
section 10 of the Wills Act should apply to the will of Madame F’. any more 
than those of section 9. Nor can the decision of the present case be affected 
by the decisions in Re Alexander (8 W. R. 451, 29 L. J. P. D. A. 93), Re 
Hallyburton (1 P. 90), Re Huber (1899, P. 209), which do not lay down that 
a power to appoint by will (without any special formalities) conferred on a 
person domiciled abroad cannot be executed by a will valid by the law of 
the domicil of the donee of the power at the time of his death. There is 
nothing in Re Kirwan’s Trusts which is irreconcileable with my opicion that it 
was competent for Madame F. to exercise the power conferred on her by Lady 
Price’s will by such a will as has been recognized by the Probate Divieion. 
The question whether she has in fact done so is one of construction. 
[His lordship referred to Dicey’s Conflict of Laws, p. ig It appears 
that by the law of France (which does not know of disposition by 
appointment), this will is a complete testamentary disposition of the whole 
of the property which the testatrix might have at her death or which she 
might by law dispose of, and the evidence is that if a French court had to 
consider the effect of the will in this respect, it would inquire into and 
apply the English law bearing on the point. It is said that the law of 
England applicable to the case is the law as it existed before the Wills 
Act, and that as there is no reference to the power or the property, the 
will is not a good execution of the power: do not think that on this 
particular will I peed take this view, for I can decide the case on 
another ground. The testatrix says, ‘‘I declare that this will annuls 
all others . . and that it shall thus be considered in England as well 
asin France.” I think that amounts to a declaration by the testatrix 
that she meant the will to operate as her last will in England as well as 
in France, and to have full operation as an English will. To give effect to 
that intention, I think I am entitled to apply the rules of construction 
(including that of section 27 of the Wills Act), which would by English 
law be applied to a will expressed in the same terms and of the same date 
as that annexed to the letters of administration. In my opinion, therefore, 
M. Forfillier is entitled to the fund.—Counsen, 4. dB. Terrell; J. FP. 
Waggett ; C. BE. Bovill, Soxscrrors, J. L. Tomlin § Son; Van Sandau § Co., 
for Willett § Latter, Bromley. 


[Reported by W. H. Drarsr, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re LANCE. SHARP v. REBBECK. Kekewich, J. 2nd Feb. 


Ricur or Rerainen--ExrcuroR—PayMENT UNDER Orpsr or Court witH- 
our Presupice to Rieur. 


In a creditor’s action for the administration of the real avd personal 
estate of a testatrix, an order was made directing the executors to pay 
“out of moneys in their hands forming part of the testatrix’s outstanding 
personal estate’’ £250 to certain specialty creditors of the testatrix 
*‘ without prejudice to any question of retainer ’’ by the executors or either 
cf them. One of the executors had been found to bea simple contract 
creditor of the estate for a sum exceeding £250. The £250 was paid under 
the order, and a receiver of the estate was subsequently appointed. The 
question was now raised whether the right of retainer by the creditor 
«x: cutor as against the £250 paid away was lost or not. 

Kexewicn, J., said that the question as to the right of retainer was 
somewhat novel. Of course the actual roy A had been paid away, 
but it was said the money must be supposed to be atill there, that it had 
only been paid away for convenience and without prejudice to the right of 
retainer, and that although actually gone it was notionally part of the estate. 
Against that it was said that the words in the order “ without prejudice to 








any right of retainer’’ were without _— m , that you could not 
retain what had been parted with. No doubt, y speaking, the £250 
having been paid away could not be “re ,”’ but his lordship was 
unwilling to construe the words in the order as being meaningless. 
pe appear shewed that it was continually necessary in administration to 
e payments out of improper funds, but without prejudice to a proper 
adjustment later. The meaning of the words was that the right of 
retainer, if any, in the executor was to remain unaffected by a payment 
made for the benefit of the estate. That was supported by the case of 
Richmond v. White (27 W. R. 878,12 Cn D. 361), as explained by Re 
Compton, Norton v. Compton (33,W.R. 160, 27 Ch. D. 392). Then it was 
argued that the executor, being only a simple contract creditor, could not 
retain as against specialty tors, but the payment was made expressly 
out of the “‘ outstanding personal estate,’”’ and that, therefore, made no 
difference, although it might have been otherwise had the payment been 
made to the specialty creditors out of their security. The right of retainer 
of the executor as against the £250 remained unaffected by the payment.— 
Counset, P. O. Lawrence, Q.C., and E. A. Jennings; Renshaw, Q.C., and 
Church ; Warrington, QC., and Gatey. Soxtcrrors, Peacock § Goddard ; 
Lovell, Son, § Pitfield, for J. § W. H. Drewitt, Bournemouth ; Ellis, Munday, 
Clarke. 
¢ [Reported by C. C. Henstey, Barrister-at-Law. |} 


Re McCULLUM. McCULLUM v. McCULLUM. Kekewich, J, 14th Feb: 


Statute or Liwrrations (3 & 4 Witt. 4, c, 27), s. 26—* ConceaLep 
Fravp.” 


This was an action to recover possession of certain real property to which 
the plaintiff claimed to be entitled. The facts were these: By indenture of 
3rd of September, 1884, Charles C, McCullum (the father of the eye con- 
veyed the property in question to his wife, Maria McCullum. By indenture 
of 30th of a at ag 1884, the said Maria McCullum conveyed the property 
to her daughter, the plaintiff. The plaintiff was ignorant of the existence 
of these two deeds, which were deposited by the said Maria McCullum with 
her solicitor without the knowledge of the plaintiff, accompanied by a le-ter 
in which she requested her solicitor to retain the deeds for the plaintiff until 
her father’s death, after which they were to be given to her, the plaintiff. 
The said C. C. McCullum died on the 25th of August, 1899, having by his will, 
dated 15th of October, 1895, appointed the defendant sole executrix and 
residuary devisee and legatee. The said Maria McCullum predeceased her 
said husband. The plaintiff — that the said C. C. McCullum fraudu- 
lently concealed the deeds, and that the plaintiff could not with reasonable 
diligence have discovered the fraud until her father’s death in 1899, in which 
year the writ was issued. The defendant pleaied the Statute of Limitations. 

Kexewicu, J., held that there was no “ concealed fraud” on the part of 
the father, though there was, in a legal sense, on the part of the mother. 
His lordship was of opinion that the only ditforence between the present 
case and that of Petre v. Petre (1 Drew 371) was that in the present case 
the person guilty of the concealment did not benefit by it as in Petre v. Petre, 
which his lordship thought was not material. The definition of concealed 
fraud given by Lord Herschell in Lawrence v. Norreys (15 A. C., p. 214), 
harmonized with that given by Kindersley, V.C., in Petre v. Petre (1 Drew, 
p. 397), and in that sense there was concealed fraud on the part of Mrs. 
McCullum. The fraud could not with reasonable diligence have been 
discovered by the plaintiff more than the statutory period before the action 
was brought. The plaintiff was therefore entitled to recover possession, 
together with mesne profits for six years before the writ issued and costs, 
except so far as increased by the allegation of fraud by the said C. C. 
McCullum,—Covunss1, Warrington, Q.C., and Martelli ; Renshaw, Q.C., and 
St. John Clarke. Soxtcrrors, Joseph W. Asprey ; Field, Roscoe, § Co., for 
Bnbb & Co., Cheltenham. 


(Reported by S, E, WILLIAMS, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


EAST LONDON 
5th, 6th, and 


THE WEST HAM CENTRAL CHARITY BOARD ». 
WATERWORKS CO. AND H. BASE. Buckley, J. 
7th Feb. 


LaANpDLoRD AND Tenant—SxHootixc Russisa—Wasts—I[vivry to Rever- 
stion—Pvuniic Heattu Acts AMENDMENT Act, 1890, 8. 25. 


This was an action by lessors against their lessees and a sub-lessee for 
waste in shooting large quantities of rubbish upon the demised land. The 
land in question was situate in West Ham, beween two rivers leading out of 
the River Lea to two Mills. It was called “ Oxleas,”’ and was about twelve 
acres in extent. It was marshy low land lying below hizh water mark, 
and was protected by banks some five feet high. It was used, as far as it 
could be used, for grazing. On the 29th of September, 1830, the church- 
wardens and overceers of the poor of the parish of West Ham, whose 
successors the plaintiffs were, de«mised the land to the East London 
Waterworks Co. for ninety-nine years at a rent of £70. ‘The lease recited 
that the waterworks company desired to constructa reservoir of water upon 
the land, and the company covenanted not to take any earth or soil 
away and that o7 would at least two years before the end of the 
term fill up any holes made and sow them with grass, so as to restore 
the land in the same condition as it was before the lease. The water- 
works company did not however want to make a reservoir, and the 
land remained grass till at least the year 1892. In 1894 the defendant 
Base, who carried on the business of a housebreaker, applied to the water- 
works company for a lease of the land asa rubbish shoot, and in — 
1896, the residue of the term (less the last three days) was demised to him 
at a rent of £105 a year. Toe lease contained, among other covenants, a 
covenant by the lessee not to do anything cgntrary to the provirions of the 
lease under which the lessors held. The defendant se proceeded 
to cart lirge quantines of housebreaking materials, street sweepings 








244 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 


Feb. 17, 1960. 








known as ‘‘mud slops,” and also ordinary dustbin refuse {rom 
houses, as well as old tinned meat cans, bottles, and broken jars, 
and put them upon the land to the aggregate amount of some 150,000 
or 160,000 loads. By this means he raised the level of almost all the land 
by some ten feet. Of the whole amount some 16,000 loads were 
house refuse, and of that about 50 per cent. consisted of ashes and innocuous 
material, and the rest included a large amount of vegetable refuse 
such as cabbag2-stalks and leaves and ol vegetable refuse from houses. 
He received about 1s. 3d. a load for permitting this refuse to be deposited. 
Part of the refuse thrown on the land was burnt, but the learned judge 
found that the vegetable refuse was not burnt, but that a large part of it 
was covered up. His lordship aleo found that it was not proved that the 
offensive vegetable refuse would have disappeared before the end of the 
term. Under such circumstances the reversioners brought this action 
against the original lesses and the occupier, asking for an injunction to 
restrain them from brioging upon the land any rubbish, earth, or material, 
or otherwise committing waste upon it. The plaintiffs alleged that the 
waterworks company had authorized the defendant Base to do what he 
had done, and that the lease was granted for that purpose, but his lordship 
found that neither in the negotiations nor by the lease had the company 
authorized Base to bring any offensive matter upon the land, although 
they had authorized him to fill up the land and raise its level. The 
defendants took a preliminary objection that the plaintiffs were not a 
legally-constituted body, but it was arranged that if such was the case the 
pleadings should be amended. 

BuckLex, J.—The best definition of waste is in the case of Darcy (Lord) v. 
Askwith (Hobart 234) : ‘‘ It is generally true that the lessee hath no power 
to change the nature of the thing demised; he cannot turn meadow into 
arable, nor stub a wood to make it pasture, nor dry up an ancient pool or 
piscary, nor suffer ground t» be surrounded, nor decay the pale of a park, 
for then it ceaseth to be a park, nor he may not destroy or drive away 
the flock or breed of anything, because it disinherits aud takes away the 
wage g of succession as villains, fish, deer, young spring of woods, the 

; but he may better a thing on the same kind, as by digging a 
mesdow to make a drain or a sewer to carry away water.”’ At one time 
building a new house on the land demised was considered waste: see Oo. 
Litt. 53a; Queen’s College v. Hallett (14 East 489, 491). I think that is not 
the law now, and that such a building would not be waste unless an injury 
to the inheritance : see Jessel, M.R., in Jonesv Chappell (L. R. 20 Eq. 539, 
24 W. R. Dig. 306). I take the law from Denman, C.J., in Doe v. Burling- 
ton (Lord) (5 Ba. & Ad. 517): “‘ Upon the whole there is no authority for 
saying that any act can be waste which is not injurious to the inheritance 
either, first, by diminishing the value of the estate; or secondly, by 
increasing the burden upon it; or thirdly, by impairing the evidence of 
title.” If the permanent character of the property demiced is not 
substantially altered, as, for instance, by the conversion of pasture land 
into plough land, by breakiug up ancient meadows or the like, I conceive 
it is not now waste for the tenant to do things which within the covenants 
and conditions of his lease he is not precluded from doing. Now, is the 
act of the defendant an alteration of the thing demised? It is agreed that 
this is building land, and that to build upon the land it will be necessary 
to dig down ten feet through super-impoeed material. But the defendants 
say that, though altered in this resp-ct, the extra expense would be more 
than compeneated by the additional rent obtained. But I think that this 
crunteracting advantage does not prevent the alteration being waste. 
Directly you have altered the land aa building land it comes within the rule 
as waste. Again, if the reversioners wanted to build cottages on the land 
u this heap of material, they might be prevented under the Public 

th Act, 1890, s. 25, as being on land “‘ impregnated with focal animal 
or vegetable matter.” Why should they be exp s2d to this? Their 
situation has surely been altered. Even if the objectionable matter 
should have disappeared by the end of the lease, the landowner must 





prove this t» the local authority, and thus have a new condition to comply 
with. And the landowner ought not to be prevented from building 
cotteg. s, even if the land was more valuable for factories. Thirdly, if the | 
land had bern left at the original level the reverrioners could have first | 
made the profit of allowing it to be used as a rubbish shoot, and then have 
bailt upon it. Or they could have let it at a higher rent to a lessee who 
wished to do the same, or a contractor like the defendant Base. The 
inheritance has lost this benefit. Judgment for the plaintiff.—CovcnseL, 
Asthury, Q.C., and A’ Beckett Terrell ; Cripps, Q.C., and J. G. Wood ; Birrell, 
or and Scarlett. fSorsrrons, A. A. Banes; Bircham § Co. ; George 

man 


(Reported by Nevitte Teseurtt, Barrister-at-Law. } 
STEPHENSON +. YORKE. Buckley, J. 8th Feb. 


Practice Mippiesex Reoistey—Recistratios or Deen—Rectirication 
oy Reowren—Jvuispiction to Ornver—Lany Reoistry (Mippiesex 
Dagens) Act (54 & 55 Vict. c. 64), 8. 1—Laxn Tuansrer Act, 1875 (38 & 
39 Vict. c. 87), 8. 95—Laxv Transren Act, 1897 (60 & 61 Vict. c. 





The plaintiff, who was owner of leasehold premises in the county of | 
Middle-ex, depovited the title deeds with ber solicitor for safe custody. | 
The solicitor abeconded, and the plaintiff then discovered that the solicitor | 
bad forged docume ts under teal purporting to be assignments on rale by | 
the plaintiff to tLe solicitor of the leasehold premises aforesaid, and by | 
several indentures dated in 189% mortgaged the same by demise to the | 
defendant Yorke. Both the assignments and the mortgages were registered 
in the Middlesex Registry, and the plaintiff having euccecded in an action 
brought by her against Yorke and the wslicitor for the recovery of the 

y tree irom Yorke’s charge, the question arose whether the court | 
baa jariediction to order the registration of the deeds to be vacated. In | 
168% North, J., decided that the court could declare that the registration | 


of a deed set aside as fraudulent ought to be vacated, but cou'd not order 


the registration to be expunged: Gibbs v. Sidney (49 L. T. 132, 31 W. R. 
Dig. 210), Seton, vol. 3, pp. 1921, 1922. Counsel now cited the Land 
Registry (Middlesex Deeds) Act, 1891, s. 1, the Land Transfer Act, 1875, 
s. 95, and the Land Transfer Act, 1897, s. 7 (2), and contended that tnere 
was jurisdiction to order the register to be rectified. 

Bucxiey, J.—Having regard to the case of Gibbs v. Sidney, I certainly 
have power to make a declaration that the registration of these deeds 
ought to be vacated, but the question is, can I go on and order that the 
register be rectified accordingly? I think the effect of section 1 of the 54 
& 55 Vict. c. 64, cection 95 of the Land Transfer Act, 1875, and section 7 of 
the Land Transfer Act of 1897 is that I have power to make the order, and 
I order the register to be rectified accordingly.—CounszL, J. K. Young ; 
Northcote. Sourcrrors, Pasco Daphne, for Leonard Hill, Margate; W. H. 
Hudson. 

(Reported by J. F. Watery, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


BEARDSLEY (Appellant) v. WALTON & CO, (Respondents). Div. Cowt. 
7th Feb. 


HeattH—ADULTERATION—CAMPHORATED O1L—Sate or Foop anp Drves 
Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c. 63), ss. 6, 7. 

Cae stated by the justicss of the peace in and for the county of 
Wiltshire. On the 21st of Uctober, 1899, an information was laid by the 
appellant, an inspector under the Sale of Food and Drugs Act, against the 
respondents, who carry on the business of bakers, grocers, and general 
retail shopkeepers, charging them that they, on the 6th of October, 1899, 
did unlawfully sell to the appellant and to his prejudice a certain drug— 
to wit, camphorated oil, which was not of the nature, substance, and 
quality demanded by the purchaser, it only containing eight parts per 
cent. by weight of camphor, or less than half the quantity of camphor 
proper to camphorated oil as described in the British Pharmacopwia which 
should contain twenty-one per cent. by weight of camphor, contrary to 
the statute in such case made and provided. ‘The proceedings were taken 
under rection 6 of the Sale of Food and Drugs Act, 1875, which enacts as 
follows: ‘6. No person shall sell to the prejudice of the purchaser any 
article of food or any drug which is not of the nature, substance, and 
quality of the article demanded by such purchaser under a penalty not 
exceeding twenty pounds, provided that an offence shall not be deemed 
to be committed under this section in the following cases; 
that is to say: (1) Where any matter or ingredient not injurious 
to health has been added to the food or drug because the same is 
required for the production or preparation thereot as an article of com- 
merce in a state fit for carriage or consumption, and not fraudulently to 
increase the bulk, weight, or measure of the food or drug, or conceal the 
inferior quality thereof. (2) Where the drug or food is a proprietary 
medicine or is the subject of a patent in force, and is supplied in the state 
required by the specification of the patent. (8) Where the food or drug 
is compounded as in this Act mentioned. (4) Where the food or drug is 
unavoidably mixed with some extraneous. matter in the process 
of collection or preparaticn.”” Section 7 of this Act also enacts: 
“*7, No person shall sell any compound article of food or com- 
pounded drug which is not composed of ingredients in accord- 
ance with the demand of the purchaser under a penalty not exceeding 
twenty pounds.”” The case was heard at the Warminster Petty Sessions 
on the 2nd of November, 1899, and on behalf of the respondent it was 
submitted that, as camphorated oil was a compounded drug, proceedings 
could only be taken under section 7 of the Act, and that no offence had 
been or could be committed under section 6. The appellant contended 
that it was open to him to proceed under either section ; that camphorated 
oil clearly was a drug as defined by section 2 of the Act; that section 7 
was BP myrosag | intended to apply to physicians’ prescriptions; that the 
penalty was the same under both sections; that all the prosecution had to 
do was to prove that the sale was to the prejudice of the purchaser; 
and that an offence had been committed under section 6, under which he 
had elected to proceed. The justices were of opinion that camphorated oil 
is a compounded drug; that consequently the summons could only be 
issued under section 7 of the Act; and that the respondents’ contention 
was correct in law; and they therefore dismissed the information. 
It was now contended on behalf of the appellant tnat section 6 applies t> 
the sale of all drugs, compounded or not, so long as they do not come 
within the definition of a drug ‘‘ compounded as in this Act mentioned ”’ ; 
that there was in fact no mention of what was ‘‘ a compound drug”’ in the 
Act at all, and that practically sub-section 3 of section 6 was inoperative 
owing to the failure of the Legieluture to define a compound drug. Further, 
that tection 7 could not in any way interpret sevtion 6 (3), because the 
offence under section 7 was a different one—namely, selling, not ‘‘to the 
prejudice of the purchaser,’’ as in cection 6, but selling a compounded 
article which was not composed of the ingredients in accordance with the 
demand of the purchaser, nor was it specified in that section that the 
compounded drug was a drug compounded as “‘hereinaffer described or 
mentioned in the Act.”’ The following cases were referred to: White v. 
Bywater (86 W. R. 280, 19 Q. B. D. 582), Houghton v, Taplin (13 
T. L. RB. 386). 

Tur Covrr (Cuannett and Buckniut, JJ.) allowed the appeal.—The 
contentions of the appellant were correct. ‘The court could not, of couree, 

o into what had happened to the Act in its passage throligh the 
egislature, but as they found no description or definition of a ‘compounded 
drug”’ in the Act they were entitled to assume that something had 
dropped out and that it could not be said that section 6 (3) was interpreted 
by section 7. Appeal allowed.—Counsui, Radcliffe and Guy Lushington ; 
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Bruce Wilhamson. Souicrtoxs, R. B. Wheatly, Son, § Daniel, for Cruttwell, 
Daniel, § Cruttwells, Frome; J. Trevor Davies. 


[Reported by E. G. Srizuwett, Barrister-at-Law. } 


REGINA v. THE JUSTICES OF LONDON AND JOHN GRIST. THE 
SAME v. THE SAME AND ALFRED GRIST. Ex parte THE 
GUARDIANS OF THE GREENWICH UNION. Div. Court. 31st Jan. 


AppEAL TO QUARTER SEsstons FROM ORDER FOR PAYMENT oF MAINTENANCE. 


These were two applications by the Guardians of Greenwich Union for 
rules absolute that writs of certiorari should issue to the said justices to 
quash the orders made by them at the quarter sessions for the County of 
London on the 12th of July, 1899. These orders of the quarter sessions 
were made on appeals by John Grist and Alfred Grist respectively, 
against orders of Mr. Kennedy, the magistrate at the Greenwich 
police-court, made on the 4th of May, 1899, whereby the said Jobn 
Grist and Alfred Grist were ordered to pay the sum of 2s. 6d. each 
weekly to the guardians towards the relief and maintenance of one 
Mery Ann Grist their mother. It appeared from affidavits read that 
these orders were rightly made in the first instance on the evidence 
before the magistrate but that afterwards the Grists through their 
solicitor produced evidence to the clerk to the guardians that they were 
not the legitimate sons of Mary Ann Grist and therefore not legally lable 
to support her. The guardians, therefore, undertook that the orders for 
the payment of 2s. 6d. a week should not be enforced, but the Grists 
through their solicitor elected to appeal to the quarter sessions to bave 
the orders quashed. Orders to that effect were made at the quarter 
sessions with £5 costs in each care. The guardians, however, were 
advised that no such appeal lay from the orders of the magistrate, and 
moved for a writ of certiorari to quash the orders of quarter sessions. 
A rule nist to this effect was granted in each case on the 28th of 
November, 1899. The said John Grist and Alfred Grist now ap; 
by their counsel to shew cause against the rules being made absolute. 
The following statutes were referred to in the arguments: 43 Eliz. c. 2; 
59 Geo. 3, c. 12; 2 & 3 Vict. c. 71; 11 & 12 Vict. c. 43; 31 & 32 Vict. c. 
122; 42 & 43 Vict. c. 49. 

CuANNELL, J.—I think that this rule must be made absolute. When 
one comes to look into the matter it seems that there is no appeal given to 
quarter sessions sgainst an order of petty sessions to adjudge a man to 
contribute under the statutes to the cost of the maintenance of the mother 
who has become chargeable. The power to make such an order was 
originally given by the statute of Elizabeth to quarter sessions. It is true 
that in that same statute of Elizabeth there was an appeal to quarter 
sessions against any act done by justices, but that clearly did not mean to 
appeal to quarter sessions against any act done by justices at quarter 
sessions. It is to some extent doubtful how far that power of appeal under 
the original Act of Elizabeth exists now, because, as pointed out 1n the case 
of the Queen v. Justices of London, Ex parte Bayne (63 J. P. 388), there have 
been in subsequent statutes ccdes of porcedure enacted which take 
the place of the very general provisions of the statute of Elizabeth 
in this respect, and so far take their place that the court in that case 
thought that they were substituted for them, and that you must look only 
at the words of the subsequent statutes which give in detail the mode 
of appealing and the cases where you can appeal from an act of 
justices done under the Act of Elizabeth, and that you could no lcnger 
appeal in the very general way of that section. If you could, you could 
appeal at any time or after any lapse of time after the orders had been 
made and so on, and consequently it is necessary to hold that the 
subsequent legislation is in substitution for that, and consequently in- 
directly is a repeal of that part of the Act of Elizabeth, not a repeal 
technically, but a substitution of something else for it so that it is to all 
intents and purpeses gone. That is how the matter stood originally in 
the Act of Elizabeth, that there was no appeal to quarter sessions couiast 
an order of this kind because it was in fact made by quarter sestions. 
The next Act was the one of 1819, which enabled the order to be made at 
petty se:sions as well as quarter sessions. It did not take away the 
jurisdiction of quarter sessions, but it gave jurisdiction to petty seesions. 
That Act did not give any appeal from the order when it was e in petty 
sessions, consequently there was none. None of the Acts that have 
altered the procedure sub:equently have given any right of appeal. The 
right of appeal to quarter sessions is statutory and statutory only, and the 
result is that there is no such appeal. None of the appeals under the 
Summary Jurisdiction Acts happen to fit the case. They might, I think, 
apply to the case if, after this order for maintenance, there had been an 
order for imprisonment in consequence of disobedience to it. I have not 
gone into it in detail, but I meline to think there are statutes which would 
give aright of appeal from that order for impriconment, but of course 
that is not before us now. The only remaming Act that has been 
brought to our attention is the Metropolis Police Court Act, which 
says that where an order adjudges a person to pay a sum of £3 
there is an appeal from that. This order was to pay a sum weekly 
which might or might not excced £3. I think that cannot be said to be an 
order ad judging him to pay £3, There is said to be no case on the point, 
but there are many caces under the statute of George, and if it cannot be 
said to be more or Icss it cannot be said to be an order for that amount. 
We do not know what state of health the old woman was in or anything 
else. If she died it would come to an end, if somebody left her a 
legacy it would come to an end, or if she got a good situation through 
which to earn a living it would come to an end, consequently it is 
impossible to say that at the time it was made it was an order ad judging 
the person to pay £3. It does not arise on that. The result is that 
quarter sessions have entertained an appeal in a case in which nobody 
came to point out to them that there was no right of appeal and they did 








not consider it. They have made an order therefore without jurisdiction, 
and as it is brought before us in due form of certiorari we must quash it. 
Bucxnit1, J., concurred. — Counset, W. M. Thompson; Travers 
Humphreys. Soxticrrons, Foy § Co. ; Saw § Son. 
(We are favoared with a print of the above report. } 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re THOMAS. EVANS »v. GRIFFITHS, Stirling, J. 7th and 13th Feb. 


Soticrror—Satze sy Avcrion ww Lors—One Trrtz—Dirrerent Pur- 
cHasERS—** Transaction ”’—Scate Cuarce—Souicrtors’ REMUNERATION 
_ mK (44 & 45 Vicr. c. 44)—Consrruction or GenzRAL ORDER, 
rk. 1, 7, 8. 

Summons to vary the certificate of taxing-master. By an order made in 
the action on the 12th of November, 1898, liberty was given to the 
plaintiffs, who were trustees of the testator’s will, to sell out of court the 
residuary real estate of the testator in the cause. Accordingly the 
plaintiffs put up the real estate for eale by auction on the 24th of 
January, 1899, in eleven lots, Lots 1 to 6 were sold to a purchaser, 
P. W., for £1,685 15s.; the remaining lots were sold as follows : 
lot 7 to T. W. for £28, lot 8 to J. L. (1) for £27, lot 9 to W. G. for £32, 
lots 10 and 11 to J. L. (2) for £24. The property was freehold, and was 
held under onetitle. Separate abstracts were delivered to each of the five 
purchasers. The solicitor of the plaintiffs delivered his bill for deducing 
title to this property and perusing aud completing the conveyances on the 
basis that the scale of charges established by Schedule I., Part I., to the 
General Order under the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, and the rules 
annexed thereto were applicable ; the bill claimed under rule 8 a minimum 
fee of £3 in respect of each of the said last four sales. The master, holding 
that, as the property was all held under one title, the solicitor was not 
entitled to do more than treat the whole matter as one trans- 
action, first allowed only 30s. in respect of these four sales, and 
afterwards reduced the allowance to 15s. The plaintiffs now submitted 
that the :ule was intended to regard the sale of each lot as a separate 
‘‘ transaction,”’ each such transaction being the passing of an estate over 
to a purchaser: see dicta of Pollock, B., and Hawkins, J., in Re Onward 
Building Society (41 W. R. 107; 1893, 1 Q. B. 16), Cholditch v. Jones (44 
W. R. 124; 1896, 1 Ch. 42), Re Margetts (44 W. R. 462 ; 1896, 2 Ch. 263) ; 
Re Lacey & Son (32 W..R. 233, 25 Ch. D. 301) also referred to. For a 
beneficiary under the will it was submitted that the solicitor was engaged 
to do only one “ transaction ’’—viz , a sale by auction ordered by the court 
within the meaning of the word “ transaction ’’ as used in rules 8 and 12 of 
the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act. Where there is only one title, though 
the words of the rules are wide, a limited construction should be given to 
them. Regard should be had to the work done by the solicitor: Welby v. 
Still (1895, 1 Ch. 524). Cur. adv. vult. 

Sriruixc, J., after stating the facts, continued: No objection to the 
basis on which their solicitor had delivered his bill was taken by the 
plaintiffs before the taxing-master. It was saa before me that the 
scale did not apply ; but if there was any foundation for this objection (as 
to which Iam not satisfied) it came much too late, and I declined to 
entertain it. By his bill the solicitor claimed under the 8th of the 
rules annexed to the rchedule a minimum fee of £3 in respect of each of the 
sales to the four last-named purchasers. The master held that rule 8 did 
not apply, and allowed by his certificate 30s. in respect of these four eales ; 
he afterwards amended his certificate and allowed only lis. Now, 
rule 1 [which his lordship read] *pplies to all sales by auction 
in lots, whether the property is held under one title or not, 
except only where in the former case the same purcharer buys 
several lots and takes one conveyance and only one abstract is delivered. 
The exception applies to the sale of lots 10 and 11 to J. L. (2), but no 
further. Consequently the commission is chargeable on each lot sold to a 
different purchaser, and the master has so held. He has applied rule 7 
{which his lordship here read] in allowing 15s. in of each of the 
tour sales, but he has refused to apply rule 8, which is that relied on by 
the solicitor, on the ground that tne *‘ transaction’’ to which the rule 
refers was in this case the sale of the whole property referred to in the 
order of 1898. It is contended on behalf of the colicitor that each of the 
five sales was a separate transaction within the meaning of rule 8. The 
question which I have to decide is one of construction of the rulee, 
and little guidance is to be gained from the consideration that in a 
particular case or of cases the remuneration provided may reem 
to be excessive ; Chitty, J., at p. 61% of Re Field (33 W. R. 553; 29 Ch. D. 
608), makes observations which apply with scme force to rule 1 of the 
general order. This rule applies to all sales by auction in lots, whether all 
the lots are held under the same title or whether each lot is held under a 
separate title. The labour of deducing title in the former case may often, 
perhaps most often, be less than in the latter; still, cases might occur 
where the remuneration at the minimum rate in r t of a large number 
of lots at a price under £50 would be inadequate. e scale of remunera- 
tion presumably has been fixed so as roughly to strike a just average in the 
different cases which may occur. Rule 8 & of “* transactions under 
£100." Transaction there means the transaction of some piece of business. 
Whose business is it? The £100 spoken of is obviously not a sum with which 
the solicitor is concerned, but one which concerns the person who employs 
him ; the business therefore is the business of the client. Further, it must 
be a piece of business to which the rule is applicable, and the title of this 
scheaule shews that the rule isapplicable to eales, purchases, or mortgages. 
For the present pu , therefore, the rule may be read as if the word 
‘sales’? were substituted for the equally compendious term “‘ trans- 
actions.” This is confirmed by a note annexed to the schedule and by the 
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words of the rule itself, which speaks of ‘‘ prescribed remuneration.’ 
What is the prescribed remuneration in the present case? It is that 
spoken of in rule 1 as commission for deducing title, &c., ona sale by 
auction and is thereby made chargeable on each lot of the property sold. If 
rule 1 be read in connection with rule 8 modified in the way I have 
just mentioned, the natural meaning of the sales referred to in it is 
sales of the separate lots. The objectof rule 8 appears to be to prevent 
injustice being done to a solicitor in cases where the sum in respect of 
which his remuneration is payable is small; and that is a matter just as 
necessary to be provided for in cases where rule 1 applies as where it does 
not. If, asthe frdmer of the rules must have considered, it was right that 
solicitors should be remunerated for deducing title and perusing and 
completing conveyance on a sale by auction in lots by giving them com- 
mission chargeable on each lot separately, it seems reasonable that they 
should be protected against insufficient remuneration in cases where the 
price for each lot might be small. I therefore come to the conclusion that 
on the construction of the rules the contention of the solicitor is well 
founded. No one of the cases cited to me seems directly in point, but 
they seem to support the view which I have taken. The summons must 
be allowed.—Counset, H. W. Loehnis; W. L. Richards. Soxtcrrors, 
Greig, Meikle, § Briggs, for Evans § Thomas, Liandyssul ; Fielder $ Fielder, 
for W. Hughes Jones, Aberystwyth. 
[Reported by W. H. Dnaren, Barrister-at-Law. ] 





Bankruptcy Cases. 
BIRD r. PHILPOTT. Farwell, J. ist and 2nd Feb. 


Banxrvprcy — Unpiscnarcep Bankrupt — AFTeR-AcQuIRED Prorerty — 
Scrpivs Assets. 


In 1885 one Templeman, who was carrying on business as a plumber at 
Taunton, was adjudicated bankrupt, the defendant Philpott being appointed 
trustee. Only a small dividend was paid, and Templeman never received 
his discharge. In the year 1891 Templeman went to reside at Slough, and 
was employed by the Great Western Railway Co. Without disclosing the 
fact that he was an undischarged bankrupt, he purchased land at Slough 
and built houses upon it. The plaintiff began to act for Templeman as 
his solicitor in 1897. He subseqaen'ly at Templeman’s request procured 
advances for him from a Mrs. Payne on the security of certain houses 
known as | to 4, Chard-villas, Montague-road, Slough. The plaintiff also 
advanced money to Templeman to enable him to buy further land and 
build thereon. In September, 1897, the plaintiff procured another 
advance for Templeman for the purpose of purchasing more land 
on which to build the adjoining houses known as 5 and 6, Ohard- 
villas. The plaintiff advanced the money for building the houses. 
In May, 1898, Templeman purchased the three adjoining plots, 
and the plaintiff advanced him the money to pay the deposit. On 
the 17th of June Templeman gave the plaintiff a first charge on 
5 and 6, Chard-villas, and on the adjoining plots, and a second charge 
over 1 to 4, Chard-villas, to secure the sum therein named, and 
any fature sum that might become due, and costs. Subsequently the 
plaintiff paid the balance of the purchase-money on the three plots 
to prevent the forfeiture of the deposit, the conveyance being handed 
over to him. On the 30th of September, 1898, Templeman again 
became bankrupt, the defendant Mercer being appointed trustee of this 
recond bankruptcy. The fact that Templeman was an undischarged 
bankrupt then became known. The defendant Mercer, the trustee of the 
tecond bankruptcy, took over the property, claiming that he was entitled 
to the surplus which would remain after the creditors of the first bankruptcy 
had been paid. The plaintiff thereupon brought this action against 
Puilpott, Mercer, and Templeman, claiming: (1) A declaration that he 
was entitled under the indenture of the 17th of June, 1898, to a first mort- 
gage on 5 and 6, Chard-villas, and the three plots of land adjoining, and 
to asecond mortgage on 1 to 4, Chard-villas to secure his various advances ; 
(2) further, or in the alternative, a declaration that he was entitled, on 
—— of the balance of debts, costs, and expenses incurred under 

fempleman’s first bankruptcy to have conveyed to him the property men- 
tioned in the said indenture as security for the amount of principal, 
interest, and costs rting to be eecured by the said indenture. 

Farwrit, J., held that Mercer, the trastee of the second bankruptcy, 
had no claim on ee which the bankrupt had effectually dealt 
with. Under the Bankiuptcy Act the trustee took a bankrupt’s property, 
not the property of anyone else. Here it was argued that as there would 
be surp:us assets in the first bankruptcy (ia the event of his lordship’s 
holding tbat after-acquired property belonged to the trustee of the first 
Bupa 106 these surplus assets belonged to the first trustee (Ez parte 
She » 10 Ch. D. 434; Re Leadbitter, 10 Ch. D. 38%), but he could not take 
such a view, for to do so would be to hold that a bankrapt could 
not deal with his property at all, and that would be contrary to the 
authorities. A trustee in bankruptcy was in a better position than an 
ordinary trustee, as was pointed out in Re Leadbitter, as a bankrupt coul4 
not interfere in the way th-t an orjinary cestui que trust could. The truste 
in bauksuptcy took the estate of a bankrupt for a limited purpose only— 
subject to this he was trus‘ce of the residu- for the bankrupt, though the 
bankrupt could not intervene during the pendency of the bankruptcy 
unless it was shewn that debts were all paid and that there was a surplus. 
Cook v. Sturgess (28 L. 3. 345) and Troup v. Ricardo (34 L. J. 91, 13 W. R. 
147) established the principles of bankruptcy law on that point, as the old 
Insolvency Acts only differed from the Bankrupiy Act, 1383, in the 
machinery of vesting. Th Solicitor-General bai also argued that this 
was not a mortgage of surylu: but of spec fic progerty. Bat the bank- 
rupt could not be heard to #sy, ‘ I have ouly mortgaged the surplus,” and 





ne one claiming through him could do so either. The second trustee, 
therefore, had no claim to the property which bankrupt had effectually 
dealt with, but only to the prop2rty of the bankrupt at the time of the 
second bankruptcy. With regard to the title of the trustee of the 
first home 5 on ir on respect to the charge for costs on 1 to 
4, Chard-villas, this was invalid as against Philpott, as all after- 
acquired property vested in the trustee in bankruptcy. It was, 
therefore, ineffectual to charge property which was vested in the 
trustee, and which he had no right to charge, nor had the plaintiff 
any claim against 5 and 6, Chard-villas, as they were not purchased with 
his money. The question of the third property—the plots of land— 
raised a question of some nicety, a3 the plaintiff had paid both the 
deposit and the balauce, and intended to take a conveyance to secute it. 
The plaintiff was entitled to a charge on these. As the second trustee had 
taken over the property to which he had no claim, he must pay costs.— 
Counset, H. Reed, QC., and EF. W. Hansell; Sir Robert Finlay, 8.G., and 
Muir Mackenzie. Sortcrrors, Church, Rendall, Todd, § Co., for Bird, Son, § 
Lovibond, Uxbridge ; The Solicitor to the Board of Trade. 


| Reported by C. W. Mean, Barrister-at-Law. | 





County Courts 


In the Matter of THE WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION ACT, 1897. 
In the Matter of AN ARBITRATION BETWEEN JOHN RUSSELL 
(Applicant) AND E. H. HOLME (Respondent). Clerkenwell. 26th Jan. 


Werexkty Payment on Tota ox Partiat Incapaciry ror Work —Work- 
men’s Compensation Act, 1897, Scugeputs I. (1) (»), cuavse (2). 


His Honour Judge Ence delivered the following judgment: This is an 
application to review the weekly payment of 20s. per week agreed to be 
paid to the applicant by the respondent under the Workmen’s Compensa- 
tion Act, 1897. The workman in this case was injured on the Ist of 
August last, and was wholly incapacitat:d from following his employment 
until the 23rd of October following. Prior to the accident he was working 
under an agreement of service by which he had en to serve the 
respondent for a period of two years from the 8th of Uctober, 1898, ata 
wage of £2 per week. After the accident an agreement was come to 
(nominally with the respondent, but really with an insurance company 
with whom the respondent had insured) that the applicant should 
receive 20s. per week as compensation under the Act during his in- 
capacity. The insurance company paid that sum to the respondent, 
who paid it to the applicant, but in addition the respondent con- 
tinued to pay him his full weekly wages of £2, so that up to the 
23rd of October, when the applicant returned-to work, he received £3 
per week, or £1 week beyond his ordinary om. It was stated by the 
respondent, and I have no reason to doubt his statement, that this 
sum was paid out of compassion to the applicant and not as wages, but a 
difficulty has besn raised as to how far this should be taken in account 
under section 1, sub-section 2, of the first schedule to the Act in fixing 
future weekly payments. The respondent has continued from the 23rd of 
October to the 30th of December to pay the applicant at the rate of £2 per 
week, but the insurance company decline to pay the 20s. per week subse- 
quent to the former date and submit that as by their policy of assurance 
they have all the rights as well as the liabilities of the respondent in the 
matter and have the authority of the respondent to use his name in these 
proceedings, they are, as well as the respondent, absolved from making 
any further payment to the applicant as compensation between 
those dates. In my opinion I ought not to recognize the insurance 
company as such in this application, but must treat it as if made 
by the respondent, aud must give it the same consideration and have 
regard to all the circumstances of the case as if the respondent was alone 
seeking to review the weekly payments, As I have said, the applicant 
resumed work on the 23rd of October, but was unable, and still continues 
unable, to do the work he did previous to the accident, which appoars to 
have seriously affected his eyesight. It is said, and again I have no 
ground for questioning the statement, that for a month afterwards he was 
not worth much, but he was an old and valued servant, and consequently 
the respondent continued to pay him the £2 per week until the 80th of 
December last, when he gave applicant notice that he wa; obliged to 
reduce applicant’s wages to 30s. per week, that being what he considered 
the applicant was able to earn. Uonsequeatly the applicant has since he 
returned to work and up to the 30th of December continued to receive 
from the respondent the same wages as he received prior t> the accident, 
and has, therefore, not suffered any pecuniary loss. It may be that he 
did not earn the whole of the £2, out bearing in mind that this is 
an application against the re-pondent, that he generously gave applicant 
£2 per week for nearly three months from the date of the acc'dent when 
he was not earning anything, aud that [ have no evidencs a3 to his precise 
earning capacity from the 23rd of October to the 30th of December, I do 
not thiak I ought to make any order upon responfent for payment of any 
further sum between those dates. From the 30th of Decomber there is no 
doubt that the applicant bas been unable to earn what he was able to eara 
before the accident by 103. per week, and the question is, whether the 
weekly payment should be dimiaished to that sum or to some lesser amount. 


| If I reduced the amount to 10s. per week the applicant would receive the 


rame amount of wages as he received before the accident, and it is sub- 
mitted by the learned counsel for the respondent that that would b» con- 
trary to the policy of the Act, which contemplates a division of the lois 
between the mas‘er and the wurkman. The wording of the Act, Schedule 
I., eub-section 1 (4) is someshat confu-ing as it treats of total aad partial 
incapacity on the same footing, but in either case the court cannot give 
more than 50 per cmt of the workman's uverage weckly esrnings ani 
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not excecding 20s. per week. If, therefore, this had been an original 
application under t clause for compensation for partial incapacity, 
I should have been precluded from giving more than 50 per cent. 
of the applicant’s weekly earnings, and in fixing the weekly pa t I 
should have under sub-section 2 to have regard to the “ difference een 
the amount of the average weekly earnings of the workman before the 
accident, and the average amount which he is able to earn after the 
accident,” &c. Inmy judgment this shews the intention of the Legislature 
to be that not more than one-half of the loss should be borne by the 
employer, otherwice this result would follow: that a workman totally 
incapacitated could only recover one-half his average earnings not 
exceeding 20s. per week, whilst a workman partially incapacitated only 
might recover his full wage as in this case. is being my view of the 
provisions of the statute, I award that the weekly payment be reduced to 
5s. per week as and from the 30th of December last.—Covunsex, Powell ; 
Scarlett. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 


WORCESTER AND WORCESTERSHIRE INCORPORATED 
LAW SOCIETY. 


The annual general meeting of this society was held at the Law Library, 
Pierpoint-street, on Wednesday, the 3lst of January. The members 
resent were: Messrs. W. W.A. Tree (president), F. Corbett, J. H. Yonge, 
. T. Curtler, J. Stallard, jun., J. L. Wood, G. H. T. Foster, and W. B. 
Hulme (hon. secretary). 

The report of the committee and the hon. treasurer’s accounts for the 
past year were received and adopted, and the following officers elected 
for the ensuing year, namely: President, Mr. W. W. A. Tree; vice- 
president, Mr. 8. Southall; hon. treasurer, Mr. 8S. B. Garrard; hon. 
secretary, Mr. W.B. Hulme. Messrs. F. Corbett, T. Southall, E. A. Davis, 
F. R. Jeffrey, and J. H. Yonge were elected members of the committee, in 
addition to the officers, and Messrs. G. F. 8. Brown and W. T. Curtler 
were re-appointed auditors. 

The following are extracts from the report of the committee : 

Members.—The society now consists of fifty-two members and five sub- 
scribers, as compared with fifty-three members and six sutscrbers at the 
end of last year. Your committee record with regret the death of Mr. 
George Powell, of Upton-on-Severn, a member of this society. Mr. 
< Harrington, a subscriber, has resigned on being appointed a judge 
in India. 

Stamps on Assignments of Leases.—The Commissioners of Inland Revenue 
some little time ago raised a question as to the stamp duty payable on an 
assignment of leaseholds subject to an apportioned rent, containing a 
covenant to pay such apportioned rent, and to indemnify the as-ignor in 
respect of it. They claimed duty on the premium paid on the assignment 
and also on the capitalized value of the apportioned rent. It has, however, 
been decided in the case Swayne v. Commissioners of Inland Revenue (L. R. 


Q. B., 1899, p. 335), that the apportioned rent forms no part of the ad | Tyn 


valorem duty chargeable on a conveyance or transfer on eale. 

Estate duty.—In regard to the liability of purchasers for the payment of 
estate duty payable in respect of real estate, the Estate Duty Department 
were, until the middle of this year, of opinion that in the case of a sale by 
trustees under a power or trust for sale, or by a tenant for life under the 
powers of the Settled Land Acts, or by a real personal representative 
under the powers of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, estate duty did not con- 
stitute a charge upon the property but shifted to the guveusii thereof, and 
purchasers were therefore not bound to concern themselves as to the dis- 
charge of the duty. The committee now desire to draw the attention of 
the members to the fact that the Estate Duty Department have re- 
considered their opinion, and hold that estate duty is a charge upon 
property under all circumstances, and does not shift to the proceeds 
of sale, and the purchaser is consequently bound to interest himself 
with regard to the due discharge of the duty. 


ASHTON-UNDER-LYNE, STALYBRIDGE, AND DISTRICT 
LAW ASSOCIATION. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee : 

_ Members.—The number of members is now forty-three as ust forty- 
six, one new member having been elected—viz., Mr. Reg. Whitworth, two 
having died and two resigned, one on leaving the district and one on 
giving up practice. 

Adjudication of Deeds by Post.—This matter was mentioned in the report 
for 1898. A deputation from the associated societies saw the Chancellor 
of the Exchequer on this subject on the 23rd of March last. Certain draft 
regulations subject to which the Commissioners of Inland Revenue would 
be prepared to adjudicate the question of stamp - under section 12 of 
the Stamp Act, 1891, on executed instruments for ed to them through 
the post were submitted to the associated law societies for consideration, 
and a circular was subsequently issued to all members of the profession. 

The Small Dwellings Acquisition Act, 1899.—Your committee co-operated 
with the Associated Law Societies and the Incorporated Law ety, 
U.K., in April last, in ob an amendment of clause 7 in this | 
which enacted that the title to all properties to be acquired by the 
authorities under the Bill should be registered under the Land Transfer 
Acts, 1875 and 1897, and which appeared to be a breach of the undertakin 
given by the Government on the gearing of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, | 
and in direct violation of the 2 section of that Act. A deputation 
waited on the Attorney-General, with the result that clause 7 was struck 


time interested in the properties on which such advances have been made, 
This clause now stands 8 in the Act. 

London Government Bill, clause 24.—Your committee, at the request of 
the Incorporated Law Society, U.K., wrote to the local Mem of 
Parliament, asking their influence in obt: the omission of this 
which authorized the council of any me tan borough to ap an 
conduct proceedings by persons who did not possess any qualification, 
on the ground that it established a bad precedent. A joint committee 
the General Council of the Bar and of the Council of the Incorporated 
Law Society, U.K., was formed to o ze opposition to the clause, 
which in consequence was struck out of the Bill. 





SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution on Wednesday, the 14th inst., Mr. 
Richard W. Tweedie in the chair. The other directors present were : 
Messrs. Walter Dowson, T. Musgrave Francis (Cambridge), J. R. B. 
Gregory, Augustus Helder, M.P. (Whitehaven), Sir George Lewis, F. 
Rowley Parker, J. J. E. Venning (Devonport), F. T. Woolbert, and J. T, 
Scott (secretary). A sum of £521 10s. was distributed in _ of relief, 
eight new members weré admitted to the association, and other general 
basiness transacted. 


UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


Feb. 12.—Mr. 8. E. Hubbard in the chair—Mr. A. C. F. Boulton 
moved: ‘*That the future administration of the Empire should be 
entrusted to Liberal Imperialists.’’ Mr. A. Richardson opposed. There 
also ke: Messrs. Weigall, Tebbutt, Galbraith, Kains-Jackson, and 
Kureshi. The motion was lost. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srvpents’ Denatine Socrery.—Feb. 13.—Chairman, Mr. J. D. A. 
Johnson.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That the society is of opinion 
that Mr. Joseph Chamberlain no longer commands the confidence of the 
country, and considers that the present war in South Africa was the result 
of the false diplomatic policy of the Colonial Secretary.’’ The Hon. R. D. 
Yelverton, Ex-Chief Justice of the Bahama Islands, opened in the affirm- 
ative. Mr. J. Cornelius Wheeler opened in the negative. The following 
members also spoke—In the affirmative: Messrs. B. Kureshi, Phipps, 
Neville Tebbutt, Archer White, H.S. Williams. In the negative: Mesers. 
A. E. Clarke, Joseph Walker, W. Arnold Jolly, J. Williams Jones. The 
Hon. R. D. Yelverton replied. The motion was lost by twenty votes. 


Breurycuam Law Srvpents’ Socrery.—Feb. 13.—Mr. F. H. Gardner 
dall presiding.—A discussion took place on moot point No. 896, 
‘“*That the case of Underwood v. Barker (1899, 1 Ch. 300) was 
decided.’’ The speakers in the affirmative were: Messrs. J. W. Hallam, 
E. A. B. Cox, W. Horton, and F. H. Argyle ; and in the negative: Messrs. 
8. J. Gateley, R. 8S. Mandale, G. C. Pearson, T. F. gan, 5S. P P. Kaden, 
W. C. Camm, and W. Martin. After the chairman summed up the 
motion was put to the meeting and decided in the negative by 7 votes to 3. 
After a vote of thanks to the chairman for presiding the meeting 
terminated. 


LEGAL NEWS. 
INFORMATION WANTED. 


The Rev. Atnert Dararn, deceased.—Any person who can give informa- 
tion relating to any Will or other Testamentary "> made by the 
above-named Albert Dearn, deceased, who died at George's Retreat, 
Burgess Hill, Sussex, on the 15th day of December, 1899, is requested to 
communicate with us, the undersigned. Blount, Lynch, & Petre, Fitzalan- 
house, Arundel-street, Strand, London, Solicitors. 


—— 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLvTion. 
Wiis Henry Oxtver and Frepsrick Gronow Otrver, solici 
(W. H. & F. G. Oliver), 61, Carey-street, Lincoln’s-inn. Jan. 26. The sai 
F. G. Oliver retires from the business, which will be carried on by the said 
W. H. Oliver alone at 61, Carey-street aforesaid, without alteration of the 
style of the firm. [ Gazette, Fed. 13. 


GENERAL. 





Mr. Joseph Walton, Q.C., will join Mr. Justice Bruce at the Stafford 
Assizes on the 6th of March, and will afterwards go on to Birmingham, 
where he will join Mr. Justice Darling. 


Mr. Justice Phillimore has been confined to his house for the last few 


days with a severe cold, and he will not attend at the Liverpool Assims 
until Monday morning next. The he 
has been postponed from Thursday until Saturday. 


of civil business at that place 


A Parliamentary R om issued giving the txt of the Order in 


Council, dated the ovember, 1899, m4 the operation of 
out, and a clause substituted providing fora simple registration of advances the Land Transfer Order in Council of the 18th of July, 1898, in certain 
London. 


made by local authorities, and of the names of those who are from time to | portions of the County of 
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The Judicial Committee of the Privy Council resumed their sittings on 

barge a Their eg oe BP ~ ty the Times, nr ag 12—viz., 

4; an a , Rangoon, Bombay, Victoria, 

South Australia, Jamaica, and New Zealand, 1 each. ” ‘There are also 13 
judgments to be delivered in cases heard prior to the vacation. 


Lord Halsbury, accompanied by two ladies and a gentleman, were, says 
the Standard, —— on Thursday in last week, from the Hotel 
Dieudonne, Ryder-street, in a four-wheeled cab, when the vehicle was 
overturned, and the noble Earl sustained a severe shaking. The party 
were extricated by the attendants at the hotel, and, after some delay, 
proceeded to Her Majesty’s Theatre in another cab. 


An Irish counsel, say: the Central Law Journal, having lost a case which 
had been tried before three judges, one of whom was esteemed a very able 
lawyer, and the other two but indifferent, some of the other counsel 
chaffed him a good deal. ‘‘ Well now,”’ says he, ‘‘ who could help it when 
there were a hundred judges on the bench?’’ ‘*A hundred,’ saida 
bystander, ‘“‘ there were but three.’’ ‘‘ By St. Patrick,’’ replied the 
counsel, ‘‘ there were one and two ciphere.’’ 


At the Marylebone police-court on the 9th inst, says the Times, Joseph 
, an accountant’s manager, of Arundel-square, Barnsbury, was 
summoned at the instance of the Incorporated Law Society for on the 
1lth of December Jast unlawfully, wilfully, and falsely pretending to be a 
solicitor. Mr. R. H. a} solicitor, prosecuted; and Mr. W. 
Hood, solicitor, defended. The offence was admitted. Mr Humphreys 
pointed out that in November last the defendant wrote to a solicitor 
claiming a sum of £6. He subsequently called to collect the account, 
and was then shewn by the tradesman’s book that it had been paid. 
Notwithstanding this he afterwards wrote a letter threatening proceedings 
if a small balance said to be due was not paid. Mr. Curtis Bennett 
inflicted a fine of £2, with £3, the costs, or in default of distress 21 days’ 
i ent. 


A coloured man was, says the Central Law Journal, charged before a 
magistrate with carrying deadly weapons. A razor was found in the 
defendant’s — and so, when he was brought to the bar of justice, the 
case against seemed pretty strong. To the surprise of the judge and 
everyone else in the court-room he pleaded “‘ not guilty.”’ ‘How can 
you account for the razor being found in your possession?’’ The 
defendant grinned and said, ‘‘1’ll try an’ splain dat, jedge.’’ ‘‘ Didany- 
one threaten your life?”’ *‘ No, sah; dey warn’t nobody t’reat’nin’ mah 
life, sah.’” ‘“‘Then why did you carry it?’’ ‘‘I done toten hit ’roun’, 
sah, fur un, sah.’”’ ‘‘ For protection, eh?’’ ‘‘ Why, you just 
admitted that your life was in no danger.’’ ‘‘ Yo doan’ un’erstan’ me, 
jedge; I’ll try an’ ’lucidate tings, sah. Down ter de house whar I’se 
a-boardin’, eah, dey is a powahful lot of low down coons, w’at jes’ 
wouldn’t stop at takin’ tings w’at doan’ b’long ter dem, so I jes’ put it 
in mah pocket fur purtecshun, sah, purtecshun ob de razah, eah.’’ 

Tn the course of the hearing by the Court of Appeal of a case of Marlor 
v. Ball, on the 9th inst., says the Times, counsel for the defendant said that 
neither he nor his learned friend on the other side had a note of the 
evidence, and unless they could see the judge’s notes they would be placed 
in a difficulty. A. L. Smith, L.J., proceeded to commence the readiwg of 
the j ’s notes from the judge's notebook, the notes, apparently, not 
having —, when counsel said he thought it would save time if 
the court would allow the judge’s notes to be copied, and copies to 
be supplied to the parties, the case being adjourned for that purpcse. 
A. L. Smith, LJ.: I never could see why the parties should not 
each have a copy of the judge’s notes of the evidence if they desired 
to have it. But there is the rule of the Queen’s Bench Division that 
the } ehall not have a copy of the notes, and I do not see how, 
in circumstances, we can make an order for the parties to see 
the notes or to have copies of them. Counsel: It does seem to be an 

rule of practice, seeing that the parties are bound by the 

8 notes, and yet are not allowed to see what they contain. May we 

with your lordship’s sanction, to Mr. Justice Phillimore to allow us 

bave copies of his notes made and to allow a copy to be supplied to each of 


the parties? Collins, L.J.: Probably no one can read the notes but the | 


learned judge's clerk. A. L. Smith, L.J.: If Mr. Justice Phillimore does 
not object to your having copies of his notes, we raise no objection. The 
appeal was accordingly adjourned to allow an application to be made to 
Mr Justice Phillimore. 





COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rots ov Recisrears 1» ATTEXDAXCE oO” 


Arrnat Covet Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Date. No. 2. Nonrn, Sriztixa, 
Mr. Pugh Mr. Pemberton Mr. Lavie 
Beal Jackson Carrington 
Pugh Pemberton Lavie 
Beal Jackson Carrington 
Pugh Pemberton Lavie 
Keal Jackson Carrington 
Date. Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
‘. K excewicn. Brest. CozexeHanvy, Fanwewt. 
Monday, Feb. ...........19 Mr. King Mr. Leech Mr. Church Mr. Carrington 
Speniey sastivervsvcdnll Parmer Godfrey Greswell Lavie 
ehnestay .......... King Leach Church Beal 
Thursday .. ....... 2 Parmer Godfrey Greswell Fog 
ES ahetascnsnnniada de 2 King Leach Church frey 
Beturdsy ..... voll Farwer Goitrey Greswell Leach 





THE PROPERTY MART. 


SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 
Feb. 19.—Mr. J. C. Srgvens, at 38, King-street, Covent Garden, Natural Histor 
8) ens, Shells, Books, &c. 
Feb. 20.— Fancy Poultry and Pigeons, 
Feb. 21.—Roses, Fruit , Liliums, Hardy Ornamental Flowering Shrubs, &c 
Feb. 22.—Roses, Fruit Trees, Tuberoses, Li:iums. 
Feb. 23.—Lathes, Tools, Machinery, &c. ; also Jewellery. (See advertisements; this 


week, p. 6.) 
Feb. 20.—Messrs, Marten & Manuer, at the Mart, at 1:— Freehold Town Residence in 
via ; let for 7, 14, or 21 years at £450 per annum.—Soli Messrs. Broughton, 
Nocton, & Broughton, London. (See advertisement, this week, p. 6.) 

Feb. 21.—Messrs. H. E Fosrer & Cranrigip, at the Mart, at 2:—Greenwich: Lease- 
hold Improved Ground-rents, amounting to €92 6s. per annum ; held direct from the 
Commissioners of Greenwich Hospital. Solicitor, H. Dugdale Sykes, Esq., Enfield 
Town.— Upper Norwood: Long Leasehold Detached Family Residence, Punlico : 
72 and 74, Hanover-street; let at £45 each, Solicitors, Messrs Ricketts & Co., 
London. —East Dulwich : 19, Ondine-road ; let at £28 per annum.—Hove, Sussex: a 
Pair of Freehold Semi-detached Residences. Solicitor, Arthur Tyler, -» London — 
Wealdstone: Six Freehold Private Residences; producing £216 per annum. Solicitois, 
Messrs. Gonin & Hayllar. London. (Seeadvertisements, Feb. 10, p. 6.) 

Feb. 22.—Meessrs. C. C. & T. Moore, at the Mart, at 2:—Freehold Ground-rents, Freeh: ld 
Buildiog Land, Freeholds and L holds, at Romford, Wa'thamstow, Plaistow, &c. 
(See advertisement, this week, p. 6.) 

RESULT OF SALE. 
REVERSIONS AND SHARES. 

Messrs, H. E. Foster & Cranrizvp held the 661st Sale of the above Interests at the 
Mart, E.C., on Thursday last. when a total of £4,508 was realized. The chief item in the 
sale was a block of Shares of £50 each in the Gresham House Kstate Co., waich re liz-d an 
average of £130 10s. per share. 

REVERSIONS : £ 
Absolute to One-Fifteenth of £6,000 23 per Cent. Consols; lives 58 
and 61. Also Reversion to One-Fifteenth of £5,500 2} per Cent. 





Consols ; lives 61 and 63 ... ani wae eee ove +» Sold 250 
Absolute 28, Ashcroft-road, Mile End, Leasehold, producing 

£36 8s. per annum ; life 80 oa a mS os aa 150 
Absolute to One-Third of Somerset Freeholds, producing £113 per 

annum ; life 54 on eta ase eco ose eve oss » 170 
_— to One-Sixth of £24,000; life 71 ... ae oe ove » 1,850 
Gresham House Estate Co, (Limited), 16 Ordinary Shares of £5) each, 

fully paid... ove ove oe we ed eae ese 2,083 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Feb. 9. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luurep 1 CHANCERY. 


Anoio-Mexican Lanp Cogporation, Liumrep (1x LiquipatTion)—Creditors are required, 
on or before Aug 1, to send their names and ad " the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to James Fabian. 34. Nicholas lane 

Bartow’s Lawton Sprixes, Linirep—Creditora are reqaired, on or before March 26, to 
send their pames and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to D nnis 
a Butters, 15, Aibionst, Hanley. Hollinshead & Moody, Tunstall, Staffs, solors to 

uidator 

Broap Arrow Goip Co, Limirep—Creditors are requested, on or before March 26, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Ronald 
Charles Power, 24 and 26, Basinghall st 

CapiTaLists Mixixe Synpicater, Limirep—Creditors are requested, on or before March 23, 
to their names and ad and the iculars of their debts or claims, to W. A. 
Luning, Finsbury House, Blomfield st. John B. & F. Purchase, 14, Regent st, solor: 
for liquidator 

CiypreaNk ENGINEERING AND SuiesuiLpinG Co, Limirep (1x Liquipation) —Creditors are 
required, on or before March 18, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims, to Charles Ker, 115, St. Vincent st, Glasgow 

Compressep Arr Traction Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before April 16, to 

in their names addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to EB. E. 
Jessel, 9, Backlersbury 

Coompes Dry Miyine Sywxvicate, Limirep —Creditors are required, on or before March 20, 
to their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
William thillips i omes, 17, Devonshire chmbrs, Bishopsgate st Without 

Grosvenor AnD West Exp Raitway Terminus Hore: Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, 
on or before March 17, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debte or claims, to the Liquidators, 5, Palmer st, Westminster. Kimbers & Boatman, 
79, Lombard st, solors to liquidators 

Raprogsp & Bricut, Limirep (1n Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or before 

23, to send their names and ad , and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to John Wiiford Bolton, Post Office chmbrs, Sunderland, Downing & Co, 44-4#, 
Leadenhall st, solors for liquidator 

Toxiso Bestavzant, Limirep— Creditors are required, on or before March 26, to send 
their names and addresses, the particulars of their debts or claims, to Waiter 
Sissons, 74, High st, Sheffield 

Usios Traxsrort Co, Limirep (1x Liquivation)—Creditors are required, on or before 
March 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to William John Hudson. c/o Messra. D. & C. Maclver, Tower bldgs, Water st, 
Liverpool. Hill & Co, 10, Water st, Liverpool, solors for liquidator 

FRIENDLY SOCLETY DISSOLVED. 
Sroxe urox Trent New Faiesvzty Divipvenp Society, Sea Lion Inn, High st, Stoke on 
Trent, Staffs. Feb 3 
London Gazette.—Tursvay, Feb. 13. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep 1 CHaanoxrnry. 

Bevt Hart Tyee Syxpicarsz, Linirep—Creditors are ired, on or before March 21, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John 
a, 34, Dean st, Newcastle on Tyne, Gascoigne, Newcastle on Tyne, solor to 

quidator 

Bette Vaie Tuer Co, Linrreo—Peta for winding up, presented Feb 7, directed to be heard 
on Feb 21. Woodcock & Co 15, Bloomsbury aq, for Smith, Birmingham, solor for petner. 
= eo of appearing must reach Woodcock & Uo not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon 
oO w 

Cannarato Goin Misxine Co ov Brazit, Liniren ~Petn for winding up, presented Feb 10, 
directed to be heard on Wednesday, Feb 21. Stevens, 7, King st, Cheapside, solor for 

. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in 
afternoon of Tuesday, Feb 20 

Cewrnat Itattan (MB. yp, R,) Sucrauve Co, Limiten —Creditors are required, on or 
before March 16, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars ot their debts 
or claims, to Gilbert Taylor, Bartholomew House, Bartholomew lane 

East Axoutas Bacos Cuaixe Co, Linirep—Creditors are required, on or before March 8, 
to send their and addr of 


names eanen, with 4 their 4: bts or claims, % John 
— 108, Cannon st. & Gordon, 4, King st, Cheapside, solors to 
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“Grip” Hopnai, MANvuracTuRING aa mage Ngee 
Feb 28, to send their names and addresses, and th ° particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Charles Frederick Webber, 15, Queen st. ition: & Hutchinson, Rood In, solors for 
the liquidator 

Soveunarsonats InpusTRiAL SynpicaTE, Limitep—Petn for winding up, —— Feb ad 
directed to be heard on Feb 21. Greenwooa & Co, 1, Serjeants’ inn, 

er. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 px nety in 
the afternoon of Feb 20 

Kvrrvu Merat 8yypicate, Liurep—Creditors are required, on or btn S 27, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas 
Samuel Lyons, 10, Draper’s gardens. Cardale, 2, Bedford row, solor to compan 

RB Farrar & Sons Linitzp—Creditors are required, on or before Wednesday, 3 28, 
to send their pames and addresses, and the iculars of their debts or claims. to Charles 

Aspinall Barron, 26, Town Hall st, Sowerby Bridge, Yorks. Bell, sn Bridge, solor 
= liquidator 

Ravrow & Bricut, Limirep—Petn for winding up. 
on Wednesday, Feb 41. Riddell & om 9, Soka st, Wonrora: ford -_ 

reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock 


enor m StEamsurP Co, Liwrrep—Creditors are required, on or before March 20, to send in 
their names and addesses, and the particulars of their = or claims, to William 
Henderson Walker, 42, Castle st, Liverpool. Collins & Co, Liverpool, solors to the 
liquidator 

ener ’s Parent Gas GeneRATOR SynDICATE, ye ye are required, on before 
March 12, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Hugh Limebeer, 3, ~ ce) sin. Wrensted & Hind, Urmond House, Great 
Trinity In, solors to the liquidator 

Suirpixe TELEGRAPH, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before March 13, te send 
their names and addresses, together with full particulars of the debts or claims, to 
William Denton, 7, Sweeting st, Liverpool 

SreamsHip “ BrrcHFIELD ” Co, Loorep: Srzamsaip “ Brecxriztp” Co, Limrep ; 
STEAMSHIP ‘* FRESHFIELD ” Co, Luootep; Steamsuip “ ae me ped ”* Co, LimitED; 
freamsHip “Stanriztp” Co, Limirep —Creditors are or before March 10, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or or claims, to Joseph 
Brown, 26, Preeson’s row, Liverpool. Batesons & Co, solors for liquidators 


rag ener. otice of appearing must 
e afternoon of Feb 20 








WARNING TO INTENDING House Purcuasers AND Lessggs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary 
Engineering C Co. (H. Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, West- 
minster. quoted on receipt of full particulars. Established 23 
years. Peleg, ‘* Sanitation.”’—[Apvr. ] 


For Trroat Irriration AND Coven ‘‘ Epps’s Glycerine Jujubes’’ 
always prove effective. They soften and clear the voice, and are invaluable 
to all suffering from cough, anes, or dryness of the throat. Sold only 
in labelled tins, price 7}d. and 1s. 1}d. James Epps & Co., Ltd., Homco- 
pathic Chemists, London.—[Apvr. ] 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cuarm. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Jan. 26. 
Airxen, Tuomas, Edinburgh Feb 28 Finch & Turner, Cannon st 
Bansea, Rev Saxo EL Faahen, West Raynham, Norfolk Feb 17 Wharton, John st, 
yord row 
Berson, Exizanetu, Rearsby. Leicester Feb26 Stevenson & Son, Leicester 
Bennett, Jane, Ryde, I of March 1 Dashwood, Ryde 
Benton, Wiii1aM, Birmingham Feb 23 Coleman & Co, _— 3S 
Brrnarp, Cuaries, Walworth rd, Corset Maker Feb 28 Bradley. Do 
Bowery, Marrua, Hockley Heath, pr Birmingham March 10 Davies rd Co, Warrington 
Cape, Wi111Am, Milton, Somerset March 15 + syd Wrington 
GLarK Mary, Derby Feb15 Taylor & Co, Derb: 
Davis, Mary ‘Eo, West Bam, Essex Feb 12 Rom, Stratford 
Davis, Surron ALLEN, Finsbury Park Feb 27 Benham, College hill 
Dvuckwortn, LAwrenck, Bocking, nr Keighley, Innkeeper Feb 1 17 Nayl 
E.verton, Marion Frances, Reading, Berks Feb 28 Gedge & Co, Gt 
Fox, ANN, Walsal), Publican March 22 Bull, Walsall 
Gipsoy, WILLIAM. ‘Newcastle upon Tyne Feb 28 Ward, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Gites, Joun, Cnaddesley Corbett, Worcester, J P March 2 F & H Corbett, Worcester 
GiepHitL, Manassan, Birchfield, Rusholme, nr Manchester, Engineer March 10 
Marshall & Co, Manchester 
Granam, Emma any, Bebington, Chester Feb 27 Thompson & Co, Birkenhead 
Granam, HANNan, Bebington, Chester Feb 27 Thompson & Co ge ny 
—-— Henry, Highfield, Haslingden, Lancaster, Cotton Spinner March 14 


cock, Burnley 
Hatt, a, Exizaretn, Acton, Circus Proprietress Feb 23 Hewitt & Chapman, 
ichoias In 
Haut, snes Tuatcuer Foley st, Marylebone March 3 Indermaur & Co, Devonshire 
iL 


ter, Portland 
Hart, Cuartotrs, Maida Vale March 2 Ji h & , Finsbury pymt 
1 mere. New Broad st 


Hrywoop, Tuomas, Leigh, Lancaster Feb1 Unswo I 

Hiit, Cuaries, Herne Bay, Kent, Licensed Victualler 

Horrman, Dorortuy, South Shields March 15 Stobo & Livingston, Jarrow 

Horr, Mary, Tenterden, Kent Feb3 Mace & Sons, Tenterden 

How, Saran Ann, West Malling, Kent Feb 21 Robinson, 8 trood 

Ivwrs, ALEXANDER, Birkenh , Insurance ry March 1 Lamb & Co, Birkenhead 

Jones Mancaret, Bagillt, Flint, Grocer Feb 21 Cope, Holywell 

Kemr, se: Sore a= Feb 28 Mawby, Adelaide pl, London bdge 

Kew, Joun, Higwey, Foreman Smith Feb 22 Coie Elnabury | pavement 

Lanspeu, Mary, “tent “ei Colly er-Bristow & Co, 

— Frepenick Jony, Erith, Kent, Licensed Victualler Feb 25 Price, John st, 
ray’s inn 

Marranwe, asm Hewyry, Camden Town, Watchmaker Feb 24 Moggridge, John st, 


row 
— Ricnarp, Deganwy, nr Llandudno March 9 Cooper & Sons, Man- 
eb 
ae E, hy’ Walesby, Lincoln, Farmer Feb 28 Frearson & Rainey, Market 
asen, 
Hastings, Tobacconist Feb 28 Cripps & Co, Tunbridge Wells 


Keighley 
—! rge st 


Neat, Cuances Henry 
Oaxry, Many, Kin ‘im, Gloucester Feb 27_ Jones, Gloucester 
Patry, Winnian, & jw, or Ripon, York Feb 18 Wise & Son, 
Bioomrinip, Kz Pinnow, Battersea March 1 Rooke & Sons, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Powett, Jou, Aberbran, Brecon, Faymer March 10 Jones, 
Rryxou Ds, Harry, Kin ord, Stafford, Licensed Victualler Feb 28 Wi Dudley 
Rovertson, Jans, Bir dale, Southport, Enginver Feb 28 Dale & Co, ee 
Snurrieworrn. CanoLine JANk, Biggleswade, Bedford Feb 20 Tweed & Co, coln 
Bait, Daviv, Stroud, Glos, Chemis Mitchell & Sons, Stroud 

Liverpool 


March 25 
Suytu, Roper, Liverpool, Joiner Feb 98 Smith & Son 
Sotusrax, Joun, Holgate, York March 1 Cobb & Son, York 


pose, jfser dem, Feb 26 Fisher & Fisher ig Fe we abe} st 

AYLO’ ARA, mur 

oa Henry Witwiam, Stratford "Siar 1 taboo & Oh — am st 

Wirrex, Joun, Chalk Farm, Job Master March 22 “aeylor & & Saylor, New Broad st 

Woopp, Henry Sei.ick, Old Jewry chmbrs, Old Jewry, Solicitor March 1 Durant, 
Guildhall chmbrs, st 


Worster, Epwarp Wiruas, rd, Holloway March 12 Herman, Bartholomew 


London Gazette.—Tvurspay, Jan 30, 


Arysworts, Wiiiiam, and Exiza Arssworta, Bolton Feb23 Russell & Russell, Bolton 
ALLAN, Henry Harrison, Croydon March7 Sheffield & 8withio’s 

Bariey, Cuares, Watfo: 1 

a > EpwIn ALFRED, Chel 


Barves, Cuares Bareitt, Clement's In, March 7 Sheffield & Co, St Swithin’s In 
Hotel Keeper Marcn 1 


Barrow s, Harry Hausen, _Kitsons & Co, Torquay 
Bonp, Grorcr, Emsworth, Hants 10 Cousins & Portamouth 

ae, RicHarp brounspon, Gloucester, Dealer Feb 22 & Price, North- 
Couz, tones, Warlock rd, Paddi March1 Hussey & Ingpen. Stone bidgs 
Co.iivs, Epuvyp, West Smeth: Staffs March 20 Wright & Hollins, Oldbury 
Crircutey, THomas Jonn Marsu, Dunston, Staffs, Farmer Feb 19 Court, Wolver- 


hampton 
Frerwet., Jonn, Wanstead, Essex Feb 17 joniam. Walbrook 
Grave, ConsTAaxce, Manchester 


Grey, Colonel ALFRED, a. or Alnwick ey 25 Ho Hunters & Ha New 
under Oar Small & Talbot, 


Sismey, 


Grixiine, James Cuvrcn, Barton Needwood, Staffs March 1 
Barton on Trent 

Hoare, Marcaret, Glos Feb 28 Thorold & Co, Ym 

Hosss, Eveanxon, Chel! Feb 24 Wansbrough & Co, 

HowartH, Waicut, Heaton ur Manchester Marck 1 on 

Icke, Toomas, West Bromwich, Feb 26 Bache & Son, West ap 

Ine.is, ANNIE IsaBEvLa, Barkston gdns, Earl’s Court March 1 Sismey & 

J — 1 Ringwton upon Hall Feb 28 Thompson & Co, Hull 

ACKSON, ROBERT. 

Jone, Laws} ‘Beaumaris, Feb 18 Jones, Bangor 

KENNERLEY, ANNE eg a Reger. Brighton 

—- 1 y Pops, Old st Btockjobbes 26 Simpson & Co, Grace- 
church 

Kwort, Samvet, Chelsea, Tailor March 14 Cronin & Son, Southampton st, Bloomsbury 

camnanen, Bie Sarna, Walm - Willesden Park March 14 Davidson & Morries, Queen 

ictoria st 

MaxweE 1, CaRouixe, Hove, ton March 1 Brighton 

MERRY, ALICE seam Peteed, mbetinnd, Maines A Feb30 Hewitt & Urquhart, 

Miter, Joun Samvet, Cromer, Norfolk Feb19 Keith, Norwich 

Os anveEY, ——. Somme, Egham, Surrey, Licensed Victualler Feb 27 Beard & 
Sons, 

Pacmer, Cardiff 1 Belcher, Cardiff 

Fass, [ovens, AE Gh SR Chester March 25 Tallent-Bateman & Thwaites, 

Peart, Wii1AM, Parkstone, Dorset March 1 Goate & Bullock, Coventry 

PEREGRINE, pt 5 oh Hon Montacue, Earl of Lindsey, Lincoln Marchzt R & DDu 
Cane, ‘sina 

PLaYFarr, CHARLES, ‘Acock’s Green, Worcester, J P March 13 Cottrell & Son, 

Pootz, Rev Tene: Joux, Bishop Monkton, York Feb 20 Griffith & Co, New- 
castle 

Riasy, te ge 2 March 12 Wheatley & Co, od inn, Strand 

SLATER, Mrs CATHERINE e MARY, Mansfield, Nottinghnm March 9 

Smits, Rosert Reace, Thuristone, Penistone, Butcher Feb 8 2 Smith & 


Sheffield 


London Gazete.—Fripay, Feb. 2. 
Aanwenne,. Henry Cuar.es, East Greenwich March 19 Milner & Bickford, Moor- 
te st 


gal 
ArmiTaGE, Bensamin, Manchester, Manufacturer March 19 Sale & Co, Manchester 
Barcuam, Mrs Mania, Pier st, Cabitt fown Feb 28 . , Leadenhall st 
Bay ty, Josian, Deal, Kent Brown & Brown, Deal 
Bearpsmoxe, Joun, Leicester March 1 Haxby & —+ py Ty 
Buack, Isaac, Bootle, Lancs, Furniture Dealer March 3 & Co, Liverpool 
Brunpevu. Saran EvizaBetn, | March 1 Parkin & Co, Doncaster 
= DONE, JOHN, eg ee es po 
ROWN, ( ATHERINE, ennington rd & Powell, Chancery In 
Browye, Wii11aM Luxe, Barns! March 1 Cridland & Nell, Bedford ro 
Canon, a Rt Hon Keuity t~ en March 16 Meynell & y Danian, 


Queen st, 
Cuurcn, Henry Duncan Victoria March 3 Barker, Bedford row 
Crasxke, Exvizapners, Gt os Worcester March 31 ‘ree, Worcester 

Ciarke. Mary Jaye, Honiton, D Devon, Printer March 


Crorrer, Francis, Oxford ter, Hyde Park 


Cavendish sq 
ag to ne Welvechampton Fos 19° Court, Wolverhemapton 
BDON, ILLIAM Urs, 

Fanvey, Joux, Hersham, — 7a 15 Shades & Co, Parliament st 
Forster, JANE Marrua, ‘Burle et — +} York May5 Vint & Co, Bradford 
Garner, Berry, ton under Dinky be & Ashton 
Gotnssrover, Watker, Baildon, York, Farmer 28 Atkinson, 
aa: ~ wm James Cursno tm, Tavistock sq = oo 12 Trinder & Co, Leaden- 


Gunceme tan, we Cuannme James, King’s Bench walk, Temple March 5 Ellis & Co, 


Gurpey, Cu <q Hampstead MarchS Barker, Bedford ro 
Hap ry, Josrr ua Angyle pl, Regent st, Estate Agent March 9 Mead & Sona, Arundell 
Piccadilly circus 


st, y 

Hauuipay, Winuiam, Weis, Cent, Somerset, Carver Feb 2s Foster, Wells 
Hanuwer, Joux, Bow rd 8 Snow & Co, Gt St Thomas Apostle 

Harron, Grornar Henny, Newhaven, Sussex Marchi Bate & Co, Redford row 
Herrerr, Wit.iaM, Surrey March § Farnham 

Hewes, Ricnarp, March 24 Galpin, Oxford 
Hissert, Cu a Exizanern, Maidenhead, Berks March 15 Bircham & Co, 


Hixpiey, oane “Be GH, Dechy tint 5 oa > a aed 
Hvrcains James, Islington March + 
goss = Jossrn, Gt Yarmouth Feb 

ackson, Martan Saran, Blackheath ra 3 Wheatley & ew Strand 
Tours, Sanan, Winslow, Bucks March 1 eater er 
Lyox, “TAMERS, West Nov Chulinder, Hastng> 


Maxx, Wiiwian, Rom! March 5 ‘Hind, Strand 
Stanmore, Cuassas Henry, Dewsbury, 


ary 

Marsnaut, Lawror Parry, .— pp Oye Feb 23 Lioyd & Son, Lampeter 
Micra, Puomas, New Derby ty & Manchester 

Minis, ALarrt, » 
Nawnsow, Saran, 

Prxxook, Martrna, Bitteswell, Watron 
Pows.., AxxA Bxrox, Fairford, Gloucester March 20 Tea, 
Powrut, Josxrn Lours, Wotton, Gloucester 20 Tes, 





Bru any Sonn Bantow, Shevington Hall, nr Wigan, Surgeon Feb 24 Taylor & Sons, 


Punxiss, Witutam Tuomas, Kew 
Rivuiey, Jonny, Grocer 


| 











a a = ae 
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Rosrxson, CuartEs Barrineroy, Richmond July1 Johnson & Master, Theobald’s rd, 
row 
Boruwet, Mary, Cloughfold, Lancaster Feb 23 Knowles & Thompson, Waterfoot, nr 


Szppox, Estuer, Southport, Lancaster March 2 Parkinson & Co, Manch 
SuHeruearp, Exizasets Smart, Withington, nr Manchester Feb 28 a. & Co, 


Sumrsox, Rosert, Newcastle upon Tyne, House Agent March 12 Ward, Newcastle upon 


Tuomas, Jouy Rasiine, Penzance, Grocer Feb 14 Thomas, Penzance 
Tuomas, belie sy oa st, Regent —_ — March 1 Lister, Thavies 


Thos, Jang, Heath, Worcester March Farmer Fey 0 ve & Heaton, Birmingham 
bag gy Bamford, nr Rochdale, Farmer b 19 gaara 
Watrss, Heyry, Worcester March 10 Southall & Co, 
West, Any, Ma) No ham Feb 28 castes Nottingham 
West, Tomas, ham Feb 28 Carter, Nottingham 


Ni 
Wriu1aMs, Gzorcez, Southsea March 3 Blake & Co, P 
Witenase Soaneyaaes, Saran EizaBetu mes Madryn Pwilheli, Carnarvon 
— Chamberlain & Johnson, Liandud: 
boa 2 -~y Mancaret, Hanover st, Eeavver sq March 1 Eland & Co, 


Pag Gazette.—TvEspay, Feb. 6. 


Bayxes, Mary Axx, Weaverham, Chester March9 Burton,.Runcorn 
Baxter, Ricnarp, Acock’s Green, Worcester, Commercial Traveller March 25 Rollason, 


Brown, James Saw.ey, Manchester March 10 Elliott & Manchester 
Burt, Suarp 81. Jou, *Winchester, Hants March 3 MS inchester 
Campion, Jonn Grorce, Kent March 28 Blair & Sedd 
} seen) Sea Epuunp Ev thy eoeces ae aan March 4 P Tucker, re Norge Devon 
ARTEER, March 31 Cooper & East Dereham 
Crank, CLARENCE, Robinson, Philpot In 
March 31 Barron & & & Son, Lincoln’s 


watae gen Union ws Borah, Ware aad 


Downs, Joux, Kingston upon Hull March 31 Barker & Byede, & Hull 


Epwanps, Epwarp, Stoke Newington March 3 Wyatt, Brixton hill 

ANS, Lou1sa, Somerset st, Portman sq, March 25 igh, Coleman st 
Evays, Gzonce, Birmingham, Maltster March 1 Coférel & Gon, Birming 
aes, Cogs Daten, Lind, Gage ten oA Feb 21 Li w, Wimpole st 


Everest, Mary, Penshurst, Kent Marchi Cripps & Co, me by: 
Fawcett, Tsomas Constantix8, Potternewton, Leeds, Engineer 31 W&EH 
Foster, Leeds 
Marchi Kidson & on Ons 
cag a oe March 1 Kidson & Co, 
FRANT, Manchester 


FILLIES, ANsiE, Sunderland 
Sunderland 
Writ1Am, Heaton Moor, nr March 15 iM Wy & Co, Manchester 
tREEN, Many Axy, "March 16 Hughes, Shrewsb 
March rad Emanuel & Simmonds, 


Haxsoy, Mazcarer Louisa, Stoke Newington 

circus 
Hazzis, ED, Birming! 
Hazzison, Jouy, docile March 13 Gaskell £5 a Liverpool 
Hort, Water, ——— _—_ 15 Brierley & Hudson, Rochdale 
Hvecxert, Hexzy, Exmouth Petherick & Sons, Exmou' 
Hvears, Tuomas, Wombwell, York, viet March 7 Hol 
Ispzsox, Mary, Wi 1 Raley & Sons, Barnsle 
Jacksons, Saran, Mah 17 oT Gould & Crom: Exeter . 
: re pcs weeny Ricsarp, Walthamstow - yi 
oxzs, James, Byrn Afon, Bagillt, Flint March 7 & Liewell 
Kensnaw, Tame, Chastethouse 4 , ra 
Lzcu, Heitzex en Ridgmount gdns, Chenies 


Lowsspaoven, yey upon Hull March31 Barker & Mayfield, Hull 


Doan 








McKurrizick, Davin, March 9 Threlfall, 

Marks, Wiiu14x, . Feb 10 Png! & ths, Bristol 

a Gzorcr Grove, Comber Kimber, 4 t—- March 20 Wyndham, 
Mawesy, Jous, Aylestone, Leicester, Florist March 22 Leicester 

Micuo.is, Frepgnica, Prince’s gate March 15 Parker & Co, St Michael’s Rectory, 


Miitaz, oe Cuanies James, Stone bldgs, Lincoln’: Apri 
Mr > ey, Chlienhacs tecthid eae 
LLER, eae C March 9 Ginn & Mat , Cambridge 
Wii, beckon Brett, 


Trent, Farmer March 3 Cull & 
opel, Mest 's Bush March 2% Tatham & Co, 


Noztox, Tuomas Exper Bath, Cab Popes March 10 Rose, Lincoln’s inn 
March 10 
York Feb 20 Griffith & Co, New- 


Co. Aldermenbury 


Rock, Jauzs Marios, ton, Radnor 11 Moo 
ee, m, Nixson, Knighton 


Rozz, Epwazp Joxs, Whitecha: Wine Merchant March ham 
Roriz, ~ He» ieee laren rd ride tga 

RY GH, 10 
SHAW, Joszrn, Wi Wine Merchant March 9 theme k On Webel 





] 

t Leatham 
Snaxoxs, Joszrn, Dudley, Builder March 8 Webb. Morpeth 
Sede, Mazcazer, Barniey March 14 Steele, Burnley 





Wartsos, 
Wiutiom, Bescsowrn, Roches _ ‘ranmere, Chester March 10 & 
1L114m8, Buizasetu, Rochester, Kent md Ha: & Bmi 
March 1 Cann 


Writame, Tomas, Cardiff 
Sesame dees Teddington Feb on 
London Gazette.—F¥} 7 
forme pee Saeaeoom, Richmond ” March 15 5 Plc  —_—__ Louesnee Pountney bill 

Bartay, Micnazt Broce worrn, Cold Norton, Eesex ch 20 Smith, 

Borp, Tuomas, Kecles, Lancaster March 26 Earle & Co, Manchester a 
TT, 41ice Victoria, Handsworth Marchi Hestall, 
Jous Wits, Moston, Manchester, Master 


Baows, Acszs, Pimlico March 6 Price, John st, Gray 
Cane, The Bi ma ans Assn Laty Bae Belgrave ts is Meynell & Pemberton, Old 


CautTen, noaas Sons Proctox, Eton College, Bucks March 1 Hallowes & Co, 
Cuasvien, Paascis Saucer, Basingstoke, Bouth pion, Bolicit Feb 27 Kingdon, 
Cusrisx, Hazer. Haywards Heath, Bussex March 3 Chaplin, Gracec 

Coon, Cusuius, Worcester, Farmer March 12 Byreh & oo 1 

Dawes, Cuszies Wittian Witte %, Hove, Bumex March 30 Hallowes & Co, Bedford 


tow 
Dicaisson, Many, Badberge, Darham March 12 Watson & Co, Stockton 
Matis, Tauss, Kockton om Tees, Miller March 10 Hunton & Ween Gindtcs on 


Mad F 
oh pe may Tk Mand & Rite Betton 


[pom Wittsan, a cae 2 March 
Spe Recnaas Wb et Town 21 Hassell & Co, Mortolk st 


March 25 €&Eltoft, 








\ 


Feu, Saran, March 24 Chadwick & oom, es 4 
seuwe, CaTHERINE, Wormleighton, Warwick 18 Pellatt & Pellatt, Banbury, 


GaRLanD, Juti4, Lewisham March 7 ptinem, fest In 
GRANGER, | re Rochester March2 Rob — 
Harrvp, Roszkrt, Southfleet, Kent yo 10 ughton, Gravese' 


Hase.woop, Cu#ar.orr _— March 30 Tillett x Norwich 

ames ~ ete gton, oer” March 28 aser & Fraser, 

Jawnetaz, Prerre Micnen Epovarp, Paris March9 Fowler & So, ome In 

Ker, GEORGE TayLos, , Dyer March 25 

Ewin, Hien, Henry, Ossett, York, Merchant March 1 Seecewest ened 

Lewis, Henry, Annesley, Nottingham, Engineer March 10 Wells & 

Lorp, Rottingha — Solpesien, ies Machinist March 9 & Co, vend laag 

Mase nin James da Suey March 23 23 & ola sont - 
ann, ROBERT, Ts 

| a a Leni Durham Fala & M ' Co, Neweastle on Tyne 
OORE ILLIA 7 UrTa ewe: je on 

Movunsey, Rev Wests Govan, Somerset March 31 Milne, Ki Kendal 

Nanson, Euizaseru, Newcastle upon March 21 Ward, Neweastle ' upon Tyne 

Nove, Witt, March 31 Noye, West Ni 

Oakey, Jony, Wandsworth rd, Commercial Agent March9 AG& A G Heaven, Bristol 

Oxty, A.trrEep Bresnakp, Stockton on March 12 Watson & Co, Stockton on Tees 

Pearson, Tuomas, Lee, Kent March 23 Friars 

Peswyy, Isaac, Southampton March5 Bell, W yy 

Ricxwoop, Witiram Tomas, Cheapside March 10 & Son, lege hill 


Rosesoy, Witt1am Henry, jun, Shadwell March10 Dibden, Wimborne Minster 
apres Soy, Se ans 7 Hingooy & Co, Bl . rl 
HACKLETON, ANN Freeman, Chislehurst March y pious 
Buff March 9 Grimenie k Son, Had ‘we 


SueLtprake, Many, Hadleigh, ‘olk 
SuuTtLewortu, James, Accrington, Labourer March 10 Haworth ‘4 Broughto1, 


nm 
Sreppy, Hassett, Ashf Kent Feb 21 st meee & iets & Oo, Ashford 
TAyLoR, Epsunp Candid Ponkes eoeraee Bochdale 
Tuomas, Jouy, Cardiff, as 2 Walden & Son, Cardiff 
Tozes, ee a . 14 Baker & Co, Newton Abbot 
Trico, Ma oo a cy st Himunds ury Bt Edmunds 
Tweep, Rev Rosert, Axminster. i, ark 10 = oe bldgs 
VeaL, Henry Wit114m, Putane: ‘Clerk March7 Crocker, Finsbury pavement 
Wess, Harrgiet Mary, igowiek’ March t N h 


WELLS, Maritpa Saran i March 31 Barron & Son, 
Warren yr - Dalston March 25 Barrett, a m 
HITCHER, JouN, Camm, Bank Clerk March Piealio. | Martin’s 
Wiutsor, Wissen, Shansditeh March 5 Harris & Coleman st 
Lonton Gazette-—Tvurspay, Feb, 13. 
BasrowpaLz, SamvzL Poxon, Nottingham, Farmer May 1 Stanton & Walker, 


Bates, Tuzopore, Putmey March 12 Farlow & Fuller, Church ct, Clement’s In 
BuackLey, Feanx, Inns of Court Hotel, Holborn, Hotel Manager March 8 Snow & Co, 
Great St Thomas A; 


Brapiey, Coartes Wii.14m, Fetter In, Printer March 15 Stringer, Brighto: 
Barwer, ——* “4 James, South Hampstead March 12 Farlow & Fuller, Church ct, 


"8 
Bromwicu, Wit.i1aM, Milverton, Warwick, Whitesmith March 21 Large & Son, 


Brotuers, Horatio, Putmey Marchi2 Brothers, Victoria st 
Buckz, Jouyx CuarLes, Westbury upon Trym, Bristol March 27 Gwynn & Masters, 


Burrerwoers, Isaac, Southport March 31 Standring & Co, Rochdale 
—— Hewry Tuomas, Blackheath March 31 Norris & Martin, Bishopsgate st 


ithin 
Cartwericat, Jouy, Ashton under L; Son, Ashton under Lyne 
Cagtweicut, Sanan, Ashton under March 26 ~~ { bon Son, Ashton under Lyne 
a Srepruen, Werndew, ur Glam, Land Agent March 12 Beale & Co, 


Cotiixs, Joserpu, Halifax March 20 & Co, Halifax : 
am, James Hammonp, Horton, Bont » Wool Merchant March 8 Atkinson, 


a... Pee March 15 Seatle, Sloane 

Cross, WAM, Blackburn, Licensed Victualler March 10 Marsden & Marsden, 

Cumuinc, Nicnotas, 8t Mary Church, Devon, Master Mason March 9 Woosnam, 
Newton Abbot 


EvenrarbD, Emma Isape.ia, Roy: Norfolk wo 16 Archer & Archer, King’s Lynn 
Forp, Fasxy, Sevenoaks, Kent 2 Van oo & Co, King st, Chea 

Geez, James, New York, U 8 A, Barkee; = oS Comm. Manchi 

Gitetr, Jayet, 8t St Anne’s on the Sea, 

Guist, ALBERT Moustsoy, Hove, — Statio: 
Havin, Antoun Wit1iau, rtford "March 24 Sworder & Longmore, 
Heatu, Many, Brighton March 16 a 


Hiccon, Haynan, Whittingstall rd, Fulham rd 15 Benson, Leeds 

IsnisTeR, } at Liford, Ess Essex March 27 C aor & Co, Bedford row 

acme ven, Cumberland ae, Whitehaven 
Jones, Warns irecharda, Gis Glam, Labourer March 3 Leigh & Co, Barry Dock 

Ke.ry, Reeiyaxp, Kelly, March 25 Cowlard & Co, Launceston 

LANGLEY, Evizaberu, Ancoats, 5, Manchester, Licensed March 24 Marriott & 


’ 

Lowrnekr, Pariii, F: March 10 Parkinson & Co, Manchester 
fae eos than Tikstings March 10 Pladgate & Co, Charing Cross 

yg, Jous Gaunt, ~ ng 
Mayw, James, March 26 Withers & Co Graig piand 
Mansa, Epwagp, Walsall March17 Evans, 
Mansn, EvizapeTH Geeaves, 
Mason, Bess amin, Solihull, N 
peo ssn, ee on Trent March £ ‘ 

ORRIS, woes Jane, Farnham, Surrey March Kem ‘arnham 
Morros, Witiiam, March 26 Withers & Co, pcan beg Strand 
Nico.sos, Sir Frepericx 

Lincoln’s 


Ovpy, Joszrn, Leeds March 31 Middleton & Sons, Leeds 
Pacz, Axwe Exizaseru, Ware, Hertford May 1 Sworder & 
Po..o0ck, Sir Faxvenicx on, Sam 26 Withers & Co, at, 

Pr, Hatsatt, March 31 Ansdell & Eccles, St Helens, Lancs 
River, Banan, Atterciliffe, March 17 Vickers & Go, Shefteid 

Scates, Joseru, Brighton March 16 Harker, Brighton 

Siuuons, Josurn, sen, Dudley, Northumberland, Builder March 8 Webb, Morpeth 
Surru, Jouw Povtarp, Hastings March 17 Anthony, East Dulwich « 

Suita, Banan Canouine, Patmey March15 Attree & Co, New inn 

Ssowves, Evizaseru, N 


Tayvio anTuA, Broughton, nr Manchester March 19 Co, Manchester 
Teney, Witiiamu Guecory, St pues on Bea March 31 Fullagar & Hulton, Blton 
Tupp, Hexny, st, Bloomsbury 


Stileman eate, 
Tuner, Axniz, March 81 Wightman & 
under Lyne, Engine Fitter "March 16 Holker & Co, 


Warennovssz, Wis1am, Ashton 


Warxixs, Gronon, Bay Manor, nr Chesham, Bucks March 31 Baynes, Union ct 
Watson, Jauns, March st a. « Co, EPpy Le 


Wrernox, Lovma, Exeter sacle 
Guaxvitin, pay = h — a, ABT, Oe ee Ww yoy Curzon st March 25 
Dawson & Co, New #4, Lincoln's inn 
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; Wareee, ca Lon. Peltor. Straw Hat Manufacturer Daas. Cornes Bees, Tee, Licensed Victualler 
BANKRUPTCY NOTICES, Vou, Aumann ~ an Stubbi nr Fare- | Boyce, Witt1am. New Walsoken, Norfolk, Draper King’s 
London Gazette.—Fuivay, Feb. 9. ham, Hants, Dairy Fa Portemouth Pet Feb 5 Baowzty Pet Heb 6 Pet Fed 6 Pres 
RECEIVING ORDERS. : noe, Fe ee ee fons 


Are, Rosert Jouy, Handsworth, Engineer Birmingham 
Pet Jan 17 Ord’ Feb 7 

BANYARD, 74 A meet Builder Cambridge Pet 
Feb 6 

Banton, Vixcent James, Walbrook,Iron Merchant High 
Court Pet Jan1 Ord Jan 23 

BarTEsun, JOSEPH wane Delph, * : ‘ted 
Innkeeper Oldham Pet Feb3 O1d F 

Bewxert, James, Holbeck, Leeds, Grocer to Pet Feb 
8 O1d Feb3 

Berry, Grorce Russert, Warwick, Licensed Victualler 

Warwick Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 6 

Boaug, Francis, Holyhead, Cattle Dealer Bangor Pet 
Jan 18 Ord Feb 6 

Boscawen, The Hon Hucu L D, South st, Park In High 
Court Pet Dec 16 Ord Fe’ b 6 

Boyce, WiLL14m, New Walgoken, S Norfolk, Draper King’s 
Lynn Pet Feb6 Ord Febé 

Brooke, Frep, Bingley, Yorks, Commission Agent Brad- 
ford Pet Feb 5 Feb5 

pene Henry Henrpert, Witheridge, Devons, Baker 
Barnstaple Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 5 

Ciecc, Joun, Whitworth, Lancs, Draper Rochdale Pet 
Jan 26 Ord Feb 6 

Coox, pecan, Willesden High Court Pet Novi3 Ord 
Fe’ 


CoorzR, Mosrs, Glossop, Derby. Engine Fitter Ashton 
under Lyne Pet Feb 6 Ord Feb 6 

CoveLt, Hersert, Aylmerton, Norfolk, Builder Norwich 
Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 5 

Curriz, ARCHIBALD, Camden Town, Builder High Court 
Pet Fed6 Osd Feb 6 

Dunkuey, Freperick, Derby, Carpenter Derby Pet Feb 5 
Ord Feb 5 


Evcre.., Rosertr, Stoke Lane, Somer:et, Dealer Frome 
Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 6 

Epuonbs, pe Plymouth, Baker Plymouth Pet 
Feb5 Ord Feb5 

GARDNER, } ard ong -  gammam Bristol, Builder Bristol 
Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 

ss som, Birmin io Insurance Broker Birming- 

Pet Feb 5 Feb 5 

aun Wituiam, Nuneaton, General Dealer Coventry 
Pet Feb 7 Ord Feb7 

Hanuam, Ernest Epwarp, Portsmouth, Borough Auditor 
Portsmouth Pet Jani5 Ord Feb1 

Hansoy, Tuomas, Halifax, House Furnisher Halifax 
Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 5 

Harre.tt, Reaivatp, Evesham, Worcester, Tailor 
Worcester Pet Feb 5 Ord Feb 5 

Harniman, Witiram, and Cuartes Henry Harriman, 
Sy” a Cycle Makers Leicester Pet Feb 6 


Hawortn, Mary, Besaley, Timber Merchant Burnley 
Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 

Hivsox, Wiiiiam, and iene +. <t Stamford, Lines, 
Builders Peterborough Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 

Hvucues, Henry, Llanbrynmair, Montgomery, Farmer 
Aberystwith Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 

Jones, TREVOR Moran, — Nottage, Glam, Grocer 
Cardiff Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 

LANGHAM, JosEPH, and JouN EE Leicester, 
Cycle ‘Manufacturers Leicester Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 6 

LittLe, ANDREW JoHNSTON, Harefield Windsor Pet Jan 

Hexzy, Tamworth, 


12 Ord Feb 3 

Ma.iett, Water Newsagent 
Birmingham Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 5 

Maoygy, DanieL, Swansea, Baker Swansea Pet Feb 6 
Pet Feb 6 

Manx, Ropert Jameson, Carlisle, Millwright Carlisle Pet 
Feb5 Ord Feb 5 

Martin, Joun Henry, Bolton, Earthenware Dealer 
Bolton Pet Feb6 Ord Feb6 

Moncax, Noau, Liansantfraid Minor, Glam, Farmer 
Cardiff Pet Feb 5 Ord Feb 5 

Pirram, Epwarp Dray, and Epwin Ernest Mains, 
Sparkhill, Worcester, Cabinet Makers Birmingham 
Pet Feb6 Ord Febé6 

Tuomas J ng Great Yarmouth, Tobacccnist 
Great Yarmouth Pet Jan 25 Ord Feb 6 

Prixstitey, Witu1aM Henry, and Grorcr Henry Prixst- 
LEY, -*y. Lancs, Manufacturing Confectioners 
Bolton Pet Feb 7 ‘Ord Feb 7 

Rickarp, ALFRED peer, Plymouth, Tailor Plymouth 

R = ‘> = ad D fylchi, Con’ 

topents, Robert eaten, nr wa 
Builder Bangor Pet Feb5 “Ord Feb 5 2 

Rotiasoy, Jason Jony, and Roprert Rowwasoy, Smeth- 
Sy ‘Stats, Builders West Bromwich Pet Feb 7 


Rost, Herpert, Halesworth, Gatelt, Innkeepes Great 
Yarmouth Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 

Saunpgrs, Gzorosr, Southampton, Butcher Southampton 
Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 7 

Bxiway, Joun Henry, Hoole, Chester, Clerk Chester Pet 
Jan 27 Ord Feb 7 

Snaw, Arraur, Urmston, Lancs, Cotton Agent Manchester 
Pet Janx9 Ord Feb 7 

Ronee, Wisse, 1AM, Tipton, Grocer Dudley Pet Feb6 Ord 


eee, , Caren, Colchester Colchester Pe Feb5 Ord 
5 


Buat., ALpent, Braywick, nr Sfelirshand, Dairy Farmer 
Windsor Pet Feb 8 Ord Feb 

Srxvens, Tuomas Joun, Bt Neot, a Farmer Pet 
Feb5 Ord Feb 6 

Wan.ey, Joun W, Worcester, Chimney Sweep Worcester 
Pet Jan 26 Ord Feb 6 


Porrs, 





Wasson Wittiam Epwarp, Croydon, Slater Croydon 
et Feb 56 Ord Feb 6 
Saceen Braniey Le ne, Wells, 8 ts, Innkeep 
Ww Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 6 


Oold Harbour, nr Om, Mon, Farmer 
Pet Jan 27 Ord Feb 


Wittiams, Tuomas, 
Newport, Mon 


Youna, Rosgrt Tuomas, Clotton Hoofleld, Chester, Wheel- 

wright Chester Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 
FIRST MEETINGS. 

Arvyotp, Day, Luton, acme Fitter Feb 17 at 12 Off 
Rec, 8t Paul’s aq, 

Batpwiy, Josian, 8 a nr Dover, Miller Feb 22 
at 9.15 Off Rec, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 

Barnes, Atrrep Wriaut, Little Deuseelt ¢ st, Soho, Dry- 
salter Feb16at12 Bankry bidgs, Carey st 

Bennett, James, , Grocer Feb "6 at 11 

Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

BurGEss, Winiia, Chatham, Corn Merchant ,Feb 19 at 
11.30 115, High st, Rochester 

CADWALLADER, THOMAS wey. Avenbury, Jeeta, 

ter Feb 19 at2 30 

CuvrcHiLt, Henry Hansen, 9 de ae ay » <4 
Feb 17 at 2 Angel Hotel, Tivert 

CockeRsELL. Epwiy, porte’ ~Btonemason Feb 22 at 

ury 
ete ype’ P Bane 
County Court Sheep orthamp' 
ter Feb 16atll Off 


DuNKLEY, yen Derby, 
Ree 40, St *s gate, Derby 


FizGrxen, Frank ENHAM, Jt ham rd, New Cross 
Feb 19at11 Bankruptcy ‘. y st 
Fostrr, rie Peny; Commission Agent 
G. — a 106 Higa 2 Feb seats Ceypt chmb 
ARBBETT, E, ‘eb 16 at 12 rs, 
Eastgate row, 1 


Hatt, 
1 


ga 

Go.psack, THomas Dover, Irommonger Feb 22at9 Off 

73, Castle st. Canterbury 

EILA, Gloucester rd, Court Dressmaker Feb 19 at 
Bankruptcy st 

Ham, James ALFRED, Denmark Builder Feb 19 at 2 30 
Bankruptcy blogs, Carey st 

Hayuam, Ernest Epwarp, Portsmouth, Borough Auditor 
2 at3 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, Ports- 
mou 

Harpstarr, Gsorce, Hillsborough, Sheffield, Painter 
Feb 16 at12 Off Rec, ig ha Sheffield 

Harre.1, ReGinatp bere ig ® wer th, Tailor Feb 19 at 
10,30 45, Copenhagen , ee. 

Hirst, Freprrick Heaton Ly pond Painter Feb 16 
s 2 4 Off Rec, County chmbrs, Market pl, 

po: 

Hopps, +7 yy Norfolk Feb 17 at 12 Off 
Kee, 8, King st, Norwich 

Senay, Jou on oe Yorks, Cab os gee Feb 16 
at ll or row, Bradford 

mes oem Ashover, Derbys, Farmer Feb 16 at 
11.30 Off Ree, 40, St Mary’s gate, Derby 

Ipiz, Josers, Murton, nr Appleby, a Farmer 
Feb 17 at 12 Grosvenor otel, Stramongate, Kendal 

Jacons, Morris, Leeds, Picture Dealer Feb 16 at 12 Off 
Re , 22, Park row, Leeds 

Taran, Ropert bts Ramsgate, Builder Feb 16 at 
11.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Mayrie.p, Hespeart, Kilburn,nr aeelegwall.. watt, Farmer 


Feb 19 at 11.30 Court House, Northalle 
Manrk, Rospert JAMESON, — ‘Millwright Feb 21 at 3 
Off 34, Fisher 


Ree, 
Nevsoyn, Mary Evizapern, —_ Suffolk, Farmer 
Feb 16 at 2 Bey SDF Ipswich 
Puiuips, Gzore ree! 


Feb i9 at 12  bldge Carey 
Pirt, ARTHUR baronet ~~ Yori, Innkeeper Feb 


16 at 10.15 Off Rec, Regen 
Rircuines, CHARLES bee, Ree a B yA Feb 16 at 
iff, Grocer Feb 20atli 117, St Mary 


way , London Bri 
Row R, JAMES, 
st, Cardiff 

Saaw, Artuur, Urmstoa, Lancs, aan Agent Feb 16 at 
8 Off Rec, Byrom st, 

8xaw, rm Pentonville rd, Brush Seuntectenee Feb 19 
at 2 Bankruptcy bldza, Carey st 

Buniarron, Cares a Essex, Estate Agent March 
2ati1 Cups Hotel, Colch 

Satu, Bensamin, Great awe Fish Merchant Feb 17 
at 12.30 Off Ree, 8, ing tS ‘orwich 

Smirn, Josern, St Bride | ublisher Feb 16 at 230 
Bankru) 


, Carey 
Srevens, Toe, yhead, Phi er Feb 16 at 12.30 
chmbrs, Eastgate row, 
Tuac oe Maat Any, Keeie « y ry Baker Feb 
16 at 
See ; Be loucester Feb or x 12 Off Ree, 


Station rd, Gloucester 
Turner & Horsey, Pall Mall, Publishers Feb 16 at 11 
3% 


ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
ae Cuaries Wiiiiam, South Kirkley, 
Ironmonger Feb 17 at 1 Off Reo, 8 King st, 
Norwich 
Feb 16 


Warxer, Antuve, Kidderminster, Tobacconist 
at 215 Spencer Thursfleld, iis, Oaford st, Kidder- 
Was Isaac, Kildwick, Yorks, Innkeeper Feb 19 at 
off 4 3i, Manor row, Bradford 
We, Cunistoruer BENJAMIN, Putatee Feb 16 
at 12.80 Off Reo, 22, Park row, 
Yonar, sameapetans, Sara Apa ‘Stubbingt on, nr Fareham, 
Hants, Factor Feb is at 330 Off Rec, Cam- 
ws anf By on, High st, Portamouth 
ADJ UDICATIONS. 
Luton, Beds, Fitter Luton Pet Feb 1 
Or 
Arkinson, Henny, Foute, Furniture Dealer 
Harnaley Pet Jan 9 Be Oak Pot 
Banyarnp, Isaac, Camb: rage. 'B Builder Cam ridge Pet 
Feb6 Ord Feb 6 


Barrson, Josren Wituian, 0D nr Saddleworth, Yorks, 
Innkee; Oldham yr 3 mond Feb 3 
, Grocer Leeds Pet Feb 3 


Annoip, Day, 
d Feb 6 








Bennett, James, Holbeck, Leeds. 
Ord Feb 3 





Folkestone, Coal Merchant 


Burpeyx, Davin, 
Pet Dec 20 Ord Feb 5 


CHURCHILL, 
Barnsta 
Fitter Ashton 
Covet, Gexpert, 4 ‘orfolk, Builder Norwich 
Pet Feb5 Ord 5 
Dunxtey, Frepericx, Deby, Carpenter Derby Pet 
Feb5 Ord Feb5 
Ence.1, Rosert. Stoke Lane, Somerset, Dealer Frome Pet 
E a weenie Be th, Baker Pi th Pet 
DMONDS, NATHANIEL, Plymou! ymou 
Feb5 Ord Feb 5 ; 
Ganseme, Arrep, Bedminster, Bristol, Builder Bristol 
eb5 Ord Feb5 
aa > | Wititam, Nuneaton, General Dealer Coventry 
Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 
HazeeE., Wores, Tailor Wor- 


D, Evesham, 
cester Pet Feb5 Ord Feb5 
Hareman, Wittiam, and Cuartes Henry Ey, 


ee si 
Haskins, Georce Henry. Hill, Gloucester, Builder 
“Bristol Pet Dec 21 Oa heb , 
Hawortn, Mary, Burnley, Timber Merchant Burnley 
Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 


Hucues, Hewry, ibyrnmair, Montgomery, Farmer 
Abervstwith ‘Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 
JesseL, Feayx H, Hove, Sussex Brighton Pet Dee 5 


Ord Feb 5 

Joxges, Trevor Moraay, Newton Nottage, Glam, Grocer 
Cardiff Pet Feb5 Ord Feb5 

Mavoney, Dayret, Swansea, Baker Swansea Pet Feb 6 
Ord Feb 6 


Marcuast, Jaspze Vickers, Wailer rd. New Cross, Fish 
Salesman High Court Pet Feb1 Ord Feb5— 
Marx, Ropert Jameson, Carlisle, Millwright Carlisle Pet 
Feb5 Ord Feb5 
Martix. Joun Henry, Bolton, Earthenware Dealer Bolton 
Pet Feb6 Ord Feb6 
Marruews, Ps Aberavon, Builder Neath Pet 
Dec 21 Ord Feb 3 
Mipp.eTox, ro EvizapetTn, and Davin Mipp.erox, 
elf, mr Stone Merchants Halifax Pet 
Jan5 Ord Febi . 
Moors, Freperick, 8t Helens, Lancs, Labourer Liverpool 
Ord Feb 5 


Pet Feb1 
Minor, Glam, Farmer 


Liansantfraid 
iff Pet Feb5 Ord Feb5 
and Gsorce Hewyryr 
Confectioners Bolton 


Henry, 


Morean, Noan, 
Cardi 


Prigsttey, WIuttiaM 
Prrestiey, 8t 
Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 

Bickarp, ALrrep Henry, Plymouth, Tailor Plymouth 

2 Pet mg 4 my | Feb7 abd, a 

OBERTS, RopEat Taomas, nr Conaway, Car- 
narvon, Builder tg yy; Ord Feb 5 
aug, Be enegen, Halesworth, Suffolk, Innkeeper Great 


Saun —— GroRncE 


my 4 Pet Be DT “ord Feb? 

mm... HN, Huddersfield, Boot Dealer Huddersfield 
Pet Jani6 Ord Feb3 

Saows, Witias, Tipton, Grocer Dudley PetFebé Ord 


6 

Surimpton, Cares, Colchester, Estate Agent Colchester 
Pet Feb5 Ond Feb 5 ; 

Sma.t, ALBERT. Bray Wieck nr Maidenhead, Dairy Farmer 
Windsor Pet Feb3 Ord Febd3 


Srepuens, Tuomas Joux, St —. Cornwall, Farmer 


Pet Feb5 Ord 5. 
Truwp, ——, Hants, Miller Portemouth 
Pet Ord Feb 2 


Vv Rm. = ie Piste 
sie, “eer ose Ra eres or 


Wein ~— Staxtey Lyye, Wells, Somerset, Ionaeeper 
Wells Pet Feb5 Ord Feb5 


wom us, Tom ur Usk, Farmer 
Newport, Mon , Perea ond Pe 
Yeras, susuens Sana Gos, CE pete, 
Feb 5 nasa 
Youre, Rossrr Tomas, Clotton Hoofield, Chester, 
Wheelwright Chester Pet Feb? Ord Feb? 


Amended notice cabetiiated fer Got published ia 
the London Gazette of Feb 2 


Garraway, Grornck Heapert, Stroud on Glerk High 
Court Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 


London Gaxzette.—Tvurspay, Feb. 13. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Arxins, Joszra, Coventry, Provision Dealer Coveat:y 
Cc ab F + , Bengal, Lieutenant High 
MINNERY, Moagspy, Lucknow, 
Court Pet Nov8 Ord Feb 6 
Conan, Jom Liverpool, Builder Liverpool Pet Feb 9 
1 
Dowsixe, Josrrn Werstry, Sale, Cheshire, Machinist 
Salford 


Pet Jan ll Ord Feb 9 
Ganey 4%, Gaeeaa, Pudsey, Yorks Bradford Pet Jan 35 


Grpprs, WitiiaM Mocsapeupes > ki Comm. rcial 
Traveller Birmingham Pet Feds 
Geyet, Grorck Ataeat, Leicester, Brewer's Collarman 
Leicester Pet Feb9 Ord Feb? 
Glazier Sheffield Pet Fed 10 
Goon, Hrrerert, Landport, Hants, Butcher Portsmouth 
Pet T Ord Fed? 


ae = yO Sanuvet, at, Uyowr Bate 4 Timber Merchant 


Gopuren, Kart 
Ond Fed 10° 
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Guest, Tuomas, ee. Commercial Clerk Sheffield 
Pet Febs Ord Feb 
Harrvevt, James | + Fn pad Devon, Farmer 
Yauaton Pet Feby Ord Feb9 
Houumnesery, Grorcr Henry, ‘wn = Lewisham, 
Kent UColchesier Pet Jan 22 Ord Feb 
Chester 
Com- 


Hueues. fous, oa. Flint, Farm 

vet Feds Ord Fel 

Hoeyter, Wiissa | lhl Kingston upon Hull, 
re a gent Kingston upon Hull Pet Feb2 Ord 


Jounson, WiLiian “Ty Great Grimsby Great Grimsby 
Pet Feb 8 Ora Feb 
cSt... Ranpouru p+ nl Aston juxta ae. 


Goal Merchant Birmingham Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 
Leccett, James Scunthorpe, Lincs, Grocer Great 
urimsby Pet Febi0 ( Feb 10 


Marsnatt, Joux, St. Leonards on Sea, Hotel Proprietor 
3 6Pet Jan22 Ord Feb8 

Murray, WituiaM, Hei ee Surveyor Norwich 
Pet Feb 10 urd Fe 

Nyz, Tomas, taeda — and Joun Nyk, Ealing, 
Builders Brentford Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 9 

Pottarp, Epwarp Tuomas. Bloomsbury mnsns High 
coart Pet Nuv 24 urd Feb7 

Ratrs, Witt1am BartTuotomew, Hackney, Butcher High 
Court ket Feb9 Urd Feb9 

Roysrox, Maurice Sircnon, Paddington, nr Warrington. 
a Traveller Warrington Pet Feb 9 Ord 

9 


Sovrneate, Lewis M, Tooting, Book keeper High Court 
Pec Jan19 Ord Feb 8 
Srarrorp, leg! 0+ A Tabscconist Rochester Pet 
#feb9 Ord Feb9 
ous sew A H Brwvwset, Trebovir rd, Earl’s Court High 
Pet Janii Ord Feds 
wR. James Francis, Nottin gham, Cab Proprietor 


Novtingham Pet Feo8 Ord Feb 
Trueman, Tromas, Shanklin, I of Ww, Painter Newport 
Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 


Trumas, Marsnatt Wi.iovensy, Nottingham, Clerk 


Nottingham Pet Feby Ord reb9 
Tonxrxson, JOnN, Poultry Dealer Walsall Pet 
Febd9 Ora 


Wueersr, Cuartes Stanuey, Fore st av, Bib Manu- 
tacturer High Vourt _ Feb9 Ord Feb 9 
Witsox, Davip, Vownderry, Cornwall, Licensed Victualler 
Pet Jan 24 Ord Feb8 
Waric —, J, Tenby, Pembroke, Fruiterer Pembroke Dock 
ec Feb7 Ord Febd7 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
AT&INs, pone Coventry, Provision Dealer Feb 20 at 12 
Off 7, Hertford st, Coven’ 
Basyarp, Sed Cambridge, Builder Feb 20 at 12.30 Off 
Rec, 6, Petty Cury. bridge 
Walbrook, Iron Merchant Feb 


, 


Bagrox, Viscext James, 


Boscawns, the ney tering South st, Park In Feb 20 


biegs, Carey st 

Bacon, — Bingley. Yorks, Commission Agent Feb 22 
atl Utf Bee, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

enn Georce, Shavklm, I of W, Tobacco Merchant 
Feb 26 at 11.40 Off Rec, 19, Quay st, Newport, I of W 

es, agen gpeaaemaae Feb 20 at 2.80 Bankruptcy 


varey 
coor, ae Glossop, Engine Fitter Feb 
Cc aoe yo Saver” B Builder Feb Off Rec, 
‘ORKILL, Jous, Liv uilder 21 at 12 

3%. Vieworma st, 


Liverpool 
CoveLt, Henoesr, Aylmerton, Pan Builder Feb 21 
at3 Om Rec, 8 King st, Norwich 
Crutcuiey, Tuomas Cuagces, jun, Walsall, Bridle Cutter 
Feb 21 atll uff Rec, Waisall 
Cuneiz, AncuibaLp, Camden Town, Builder Feb 22 at 11 
Bankruptcy b: st 


idgs, 

Encett, Ropert, Stoke Dealer Feb 21 
at 12.16 Otf Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Epuonps, Natuasie., Plymouth, Baker Feb 22at11 Off 
Kec, 6, Atheneum ter, Plymouth 

Eweasr, Froresce aeee Meccett, Great Grimsby Feb 
Watil Off » Osborne st, Great Grimsby 

Garpyer, ALFRED, Bristol, Builder Deb 21 
at1230 Off Rec, Bala n st, Bristo! 


Derby, 


Goon, op ere Toninet 3 Butcher Feb 20 at 3 
Off Rec, vambridge junction, st, Portemouth 
Geavesoy, Sauvet, Timber Merchant Feb 20 
at li bidgs, Carey a 


Geves, Wittiam, Nuneaton, General nag Feb 20 at 
11.20 Off Ree, 17, Hertford st, Coven: 

Gvrvicn, Mogais, Cardiff, Travelling pwn A Feb 21 at 11 

117, dt Mary st, Cardiff 

Haxsox, Tuomas, Haltfax, House Furnisher Feb 21 at 3 30 
Mechanics’ Institute, Halif: 


ax 

Harrsect, James Apzanam, Hemyeck, Devon, Farmer 
H¥eb2iatil®@ Off Rec, 5x, Hammet st, Taunton 

Heoues, Jous, Holywell, Flinte, farm Labourer Feb 21 
st 12 crypt chmbrs, te row, Chester 


Jacxsox, Jonus Teeny pr Halifax, Painter 
Foot ataon On hee © Balifax 
» Glam, Grocer 


Jones, Tarvor Monta Newton 'N 
Feb 21 at 12 117, ot Mary st, 
Last, Srpxzy Wisrre, , Warehouseman Feb 
Mat3 Bell Hotel, 
Sichoias st, Bu 
Matoxey, Daxiet, Swansea, Feb 2 at 12 Off Rec, 
SLA 
Mantis, Joux Hewry, — Earthenware Dealer Feb 
16, Wood st, Bolton 
Minor, Farmer Feb 21 at 


Nasa, _—— pk ape nr Aldershot Feb 20 at 


1D Bridge 
Passive, Hane Blo ety Ag Provision Merchant 


Bewington, 

at 12 Room 221, Temple chmbrs, Temple av 
Po.ttsxn, Kowarp THomas, Bloomsbury mansions Feb 22 
atil Carey st 





i 


Parisstiey, WILLIAM | ry, and Grorce Henry Prigst 
LEY, St onfectioners Feb 21 at 3 16, Wood 


st, Bolton 

Boseats, Ropert THomas, ee Or ee nr Conway, Builder 
Feb 20 at 3.15 © 

. Tuomas, Gulaver Feb 21 is 11 Bankruptcy 


y st 

SaunpeEss, Grorcre Henry Sere, 3 Butcher Feb 20 
at316 Off ec, 172, High st, Southam a. 

Sreiway, Jonny Benny, Hoole, Cnester, Cierk Feb 21 at 11 
ur ypt chmbrs, Aastgate row, Chester 

Brxaons Joun, Birmingham, Plumber Feb 2iat 11 174, 

tion st, Birmi: gham 

Smau a Apert, Braywick, nc Maidenhead, Dairy Farmer 
Feb 2iat3 Off Rer, 9», Temple chmbrs, Temple av 

oa bf nee Tuomas, dig Northampton, 

ufacturer Feb 21 at 1230 Off Rec, County 

ya Bags, — st, Nortoampton 

fouTHGATE, Lewis Murray, bg on Book-keeper Feb 
23atlz Bankru y bide, Carey 

Srarrorp, Epwarp, matham, Tobuoconist Feb 26 at 11.30 
116, High st, 

SrEvENSON, ALEXANDER WALLAc £, Brook st, Grosvenor q, 
Feb ui ‘at 12 Bankiuptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Sypeynam, Atrrep Henry, Harlow, Essex, Schoolmaster 
Feb 21 at1i.3u Shirehall, Hertford 

aes ms bg Shanklin, [of W, Painter Feb 23 at 
10.30 Off Rec, 19, Quay st, Newport, I of WwW 

Wa ron, Hurgpvus, Halifax, Clerk Feb 2lat12 Off Ree, 
Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 

Waotey, Wii11aM Jouy, Worcester, Chimney Sweep Feb 
2tat1l 45, Copenhagen st, Worcester 

WELCHMAN, STaxcey LYNE, ellis, 7 Innkeeper 
Feb 21 at 12 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bris 

Waite, Berrie, Great Grimsby, Clothier Peb 2t at 12.15 
Off Rec, 15, ‘Osborae st, Great Grimsby 

Wiuiams, Hvuca Owen, Craigydon, Lienduieo, Boot 
a. Feb 21 at 3 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, 
Chester 


Youne, Ropert Txomas, Clotton Hoofield, Chester, 
Wheelwright Feb 2iat12.15 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate 
row, Chester 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


Arkiss, JosEPH, Oxenaete Provision Dealer Coventry 
Pa Feb 6 ag ” Anglesea, Cattle Deal 
UE, RANCIS. otyhead, a er 
Bangor Pet Jan 18” Ord Feb 10 

Brannon, JonaTHan, South Belgravia High Court Pet 
Dec19 Ord Feb 6 

Drivet, Hexei, Northampton, Engineer Northampton 
Pet Janilv Ord Feby 

Fe.iows, Jonny Artur, Birmingham, on Stock Maker 
a Pet Jan9 urd Feb 1 

Forster, THomas Joseru, Gateshead, Hatter Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet Janis Ord Feb7 

Gext, Gzorncz Apert, Leicester Leicester Pet Feb 9 


Feb 9 

Gone aie Sheffield, Glazier Sheffield Pet Feb 10 
eb 10 

Goop, Hersert, Landport, Hants, Butcher Portsmouth 


Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 
Gorpox, Czcit, Hampton Court High Court Pet Jan 2 
Urd Feb 


Gravesos, SAMUEL, a. Timber Merchant High 
Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 
Gu oe needs, Commercial Clerk Sheffield Pet 
eb 8 ebs 


ecalliets ge Apranam, Hemyock, Devon, Farmer 
‘aaunton Pet FebY Orda Feb9 
9 A.rrep James, Boscombe, Hants, Boot Dealer 


oole Pet Dec5 Ord Feb 9 

Hnckes, Herxrgicn Gustav, Lee, Kent, Philatelic 
Publisher Greenwich Pet Nov2¢ Ord Feb9 

Hveues, Joux, Holyweli, Farm Labourer Chester Pet 
Feb8 Ord Feb8 


aes ~ * wy? ae Gt Grimsby GtGrimsby Pet 
F 


8 Ord F 

JONES, eaumee , = Aston juxta aim. 
Coal Merchant Birmingham Pet Feb 9 O:d Feb9 

Lzccett, James, Scunthorpe, Lincs, Grocer Gt Grimsby 
Pet Feb10 Ord Feb 10 

Mc apam, — Apam, Peckham High Court Pet Jan 
3 Feb 10 

Wattzr Henry, Tamworth, Newsagent 

' Pet Feb5 Ord Feb < 

Mivestoxg, James y=} Egremon' Builder 

irkenhead Pet Jan5 Ord Feb7 

Murray, Witt1am, Heigham, Norq@ich, Surveyor Norwich 
Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 

Nysvec, Apranam, Birnam Tollington Park High 
Court ag? Feb 15, 1899 Ord Feb 

Ouiver, W 8, rd, Earl’s Court High Court Pet 
Dec 22 eb7 

Price, EvizazeTn, Hornseyrd High Court Pet Dec 21 
Ord Feb 3 

———s Witiiam Bartuotomew, aadnay, Butcher Sac 

* J Pet Feb [a Ord Feb single 

ovstos, Macrice Hircuow Paddin n, nr Wi 

— fraveller Warri Pet Feb { 9 ol 


Reprvs, Freperick Wittiam, Walthamsto 
wtaaller Court Pet Augi7 Ord Feb 6 


MALierTT, 
B 


oy ey 
| Gores, Joux Hewny, Hoole, » 
et 


an27 Ord Feb 10 


Jc Henry Go Pabli 
ted Weteee oedia 2 | Surrn, ~_ hy amy re Bion, ublisher High 


Suir, Re Tuomas, A Ferrers, Northampton, 
vy Manufacturer orthampton PetJan10 Ord 
eb 9 

Sovrucate, Lewis Murray Ee Boe -keeper h 
Court ‘Pet Jan 19 Ord Feb 1 me 

Srarrorp, Epwarp, , Rochester 
ret Feb9 Ord Feb9 


Sranier, Faaxx Justice, Cadogan gdas,J P High Court 
Pet June7 Ord Feb 5 
, rons, Jou», Kilburn, Licensed Victualler High Court 
et Jani9 Ord Feb 9 
Bi B+, Wititam Gronox, Beimiaster, Bristol, Builder | 
Bristol Pet Jan Zi Ord Feb 1 





Tort, Gxorcze H, Fearnhead. Warrington, B 
Warri Mime es Ce 
Toyxxixson Joun _Darlaston, — Poultry Dealer 


. Ww alt asdage = lg a 

RURMAN, Tuomas, Shanklin, I of W, Painter Ni 

Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 “—— 

Truman, MARSHALL _ Nottingham, Clerk 

ua —— - Feb ? Ww 2 

ARTY, CALVERT, Cowes, I o' tocer Newport 
Jan 12 Ord Feb 10 anaes: 

Wricut, James, Luton, Bedford, Straw Hat Manufacturer 
Luton Pet Feb7 (rd Feb 10 

Waicut, Karr, Tenby P-mbroke, Fruiterer Pembroke 
Dock Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 





Al: letters intented for publication tn the 
‘* Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
hy the name of the writer, 

Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s, WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxtcrrors’ JouRNAL, 
26s.; by Post, 28s. Wolwmes bound at the 
office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested tha 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 


TRE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1898. 


BY AUTHORITY, 





Bvery requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. 





The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 
use. 
Senarne and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION 


y ponast in the form for tion and 

detain SHARE CATES, DEBENTURES, 

aEQUES, &c., engravec and ted. OFFICIAL 
SEATS dentgned and eeocu executed. No e for Sketches. 


Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & G0O., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 
FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.O. (corner 
of Serjeants’-inn). 
i _ Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION, 
a Baker-street Station.—PORTRAIT MODEL of SIR 
ALFRED MILNER. Commissioner of South Africa ; 
PRESIDENT KRUGER; LORD SALISB vl A 
ht Hon, Mr. J. CHAMBERLAIN ; CAP’ 
DREYFUS. 
Mr. J.J. DARLING, oe & the Australian Team of 


Cric! Ts. 
GRAND HISTORICAL TABLEAUX, REPRESENTING 
IMPORTANT EVENTS in ENGLISH HISTORY. 
VISCOUNT HINTON and his ORIGINAL PIANO 
ORGAN. 
Orchestral Performances. Organ Recitals. 
Quartette 


Admission, 1s. ; Children under 12, 6d. Extra Rooms, 64. 


THEATRES. 


COMEDY THI THEATRE. 
THIS EVENING, ee mg MONEY : Messrs, Ben Greet 


Solicitors’ 


Music. 





Zeuneld, De Robertshaw, F k. Topham, William Luff, Walter 
Pearce, Ho wa Boobie, | W. B. ang ® a ~~ Trollope, 
B. Field, Sauries Willis, Percy Waram, 

Gertrude Burnett, Georgina 
Pauncefort, Joan in 


HAYMARKET THEAT 
TO-NIGHT, at 8, THE BUGLE VALU; 8.30, SHE 
STOOPS TO CONQUEK : Miss Winifred Emery and Mr. 
Giddensp Mr. Paul Arthur, 
. F..H. Tyler, Mr. Cl 


Linden, Miss Sybil Carlisle, Miss 


HER MAJESTY’S THEATRE. 
TO-NIGHT, at 8, A MIDSUMMER NIGHT’S DREAM: 
Meeers. Tree, Franklin McLeay, Louis-Calvert, William 
Mollison, E. Robson, 8. * ee gee Percival Stevens, 
sae Lawrence, Norman Mc Kinnel, risher White, Lewis 
yy E- ay Neiison, Louie Freear, Dorothea 


l Bard bara Clements, Minifred Wood, 











THE I 


